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Current Topics. 


| The Land Transfer Acts. 


A rurtHer stage has been reached in the controversy with 
regard to these Acts. At a recent meeting of the London 
County Council it was announced that a communication, had beah 
received by the General Purposes Committee from the Lord 
Chancellor stating that he would be happy to get appointed a 
Royal Commission or committee of inquiry upon the subject of 
the working of the Land Transfer Acts in London. 


iz 


Petitions for Prolongation of Patents. 


Section 18 of the Patents and Designs Act, 1907, provides 
that a petition for prolongation of a patent may be presented te 
the court by a patentee “ after advertising in manner provided by 
Rules of the Supreme Court his intention so to do.” In similar 
proceedings in Scotland an Act of Sederunt is substituted for 
Rules of the Supreme Court. An Act of Sederunt has recently 
been passed in Scotland providing what advertisements the 
applicant for prolongation is to issue, and what such advertise- 
ments are to contain. The new procedure for prolon gation cases 
is, therefore, in working order in Scotland; but in England, we 
believe, no rules of court have yet been made under the section. 
This delay is inexcusable, but it is not unprecedented. ; 

35 of the Trade-Marks Act, 1905, gives the court jurisdiction to 
rectify the Register of ‘Trade-Marks “on the application in the 
prescribed manner of any person aggrieved.” ‘ Prescribed” 
means (secti on 3) prescribed by rules of court, but no rules have 
as yet bee n issued dealing with the matter, although the Act has 


been in operation nearly two years. Really the Rule Committee 
wants waking up. 


The Redistribution of County Courts. 


We print elsewhere an order which bas been made by th 
Lord Chancellor under sections 12 and 13 of the County Courts 
Act, 1888, redistributing the towns on some of the county court 
districts, and providing in certain cases for joint judges. Section 
12 empowers the Lord Chancellor to direct that there, shall be 
two judges of a district or districts, and section 13 wers 
him to alter the distribution of the districts among the judges, 
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and to remove a judge from one district to another, and to direct 
that any judge shall sit as an additional judge in any district or 
districts. The most noteworthy provision of the new order is 
that under which Judge Bray is brought from Birmingham to be 
joint judge of the Metropolitan county courts, including Wands- 
worth. This means a substantial relief to the work of these 
courts, and Judge Bray’s removal to London will be an accession 
of strength to the metropolitan county court bench and a welcome 
boon to suitors. ‘lo fill his place at Birmingham Judge Ampentett 
leaves the Surrey district, to which he was recently appointed 
in the place of the late Judge Russet, and this district is 
assigned to Judge Harrneron, who has hitherto been joint 
judge with Judge Bray at Birmingham. These changes seem 
to require the appointment of an additional judge to fill the 
place thus vacated at Birmingham. But apparently the resources 
of the Treasury will not admit of this, and an attempt is made to 
give the necessary help at Birmingham by relieving Judge Rueae, 
on the Staffordshire circuit, of a couple of towns, and appointing 
him joint judge of Birmingham in addition te his own circuit. 
How this will suit the Birmingham work we have not the means 
of judging. A considerable number of minor changes are made 
in various districts, but these appear to be dictated by local 
requirements, and not to indicate any general policy of relieving 
county court judges of the increased work imposed on them by 
recent legislation. ‘This, indeed, could only be done by adding to 
the county court bench, and it may be hoped that the present 
order will not be regarded as a permanent substitute for more 
effectual measures. 


The Trial of “ Franz von Veltheim.” 

THE TRIAL at the Old Bailey of the prisoner Kurrze, alias Franz 
von VELTHEIM, on the charge of sending letters demanding money 
with menaces, has supplied the newspapers with abundant material 
for their reports, and some of them appear to regard the career of 
the criminal with more indulgence than it deserves. This is 
perhaps due to the fact that he is a man of imposing physique and 
pretentious manners, and although he has no advantages of birth 
or education, he persistently assumes the part of one who has 
claims to rank or social position. But the lawyer and man of the 
world, who shuts his eyes to the personal appearance of the 
prisoner, and considers only the long list of offences of which he 
is accused, can only regret that the punishment of so shameless a 
malefactor was deferred to a late period of his life. Conspicuous 
among these offences is that of bigamy, which is described by Baron 
Home, in his Commentaries on the Law of Scotland, as being, 
“with respect to the second spouse, where she (as commonly 
happens) is ignorant of the impediment, a foul and infamous act 
of deceit.” The main object of this cruel and wicked deception, 
both in the case of the prisoner Kuarze and that of another 
case of bigamy tried recently at the Bristol Assizes, was the 
control of the money belonging to the unfortunate women who 
were deceived. So atrocious an offence can hardly be visited 
with too heavy a punishment, and it may be as well to remember 
that the easy and unceremonious manner in which a marriage 
may be contracted at the present day has rendered the 
prevention of bigamy more difficult. 


Waiters’ Tips and the Workmen's Compensation 
Act. 

THe Court of Appeal have been guided by common sense 
rather than legal technicality in their decision in Penn v. Spiers 
§ Pond (Limited) (reported elsewhere), that a waiter’s tips 
must be included in his “earnings’’ for the purpose of assessing 
compensation payable under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1907. The opposite decision of the late Judge Russetn, on 
the hearing of the case in the county court, appears to have been 
based upon the principle that the “ earnings,’ which under 
Schedule I. are to be the basis of compensation, must be remuner- 
ation either paid directly by the employer to the workman or 
received and retained by the workman under an express contract 
with the employer. But this does not allow for the notorious 
custom in certain employments for the wages paid by the 
employer to be supplemented, to the employer’s knowledge, 
though under no express contract, by presents received from 
customers. The practice of tipping doubtless has its origin in 
the notion of the tipper that the tipped is performing some extra 
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seryice at the cost of extra exertion. When it is habitually 
extended to remunerating ordinary services, the employer sees his 
opportunity and reduces the ordinary wages in proportion; at 
least, this would be the result if the amount of the tips could be 
micely calculated. Whether in fact the practice of tipping 
increases the total remuneration of waiters and _ other 
similar classes is a matter on which it would be dangerous to 
dogmatize. However, the ethical and sentimental and economic 
basis of tipping is too wide a subject to pursue. The fact remains 
that waiters look to tips as a substantial source of income, and 
employers know that this is so, and reap the benefit in a more or 
less diminished scale of wages. Hence, when an accident happens, 
and compensation has to be assessed on the basis of earnings, it is 
only fair that the average receipts from tips should be included. 
In the present case the workman was a railway restaurant car 
waiter, and his profits from this source were reckoned at 10s. or 
12s.a week. The Master of the Rolls, in treating these as 
earnings, was careful to confine the principle of the decision to 
cases where tips are a recognized and regular source of income, 
and he excluded cases where the tips were illicit, or where their 
receipt involved neglect or breach of duty towards the employer, 
or where they were simply casual. 

The Public Trustee’s Latest Pronouncement. 

Tae Pustic Trustee has displayed a zeal altogether unusual 
and surprising ; he has shewn himself to be an official of great 
resource and boldness, revelling in new departures and uncon- 
ventional methods, and although quite a novice in bureaucracy, 
he has shewn an aptitude for advertising himself and his office in 
a way which has somewhat startled an old-fashioned and retiring 
world. Of these methods we have already had occasion to speak 
in these columns, but our present purpose is to draw attention to 
his latest pronouncement on his mission, which, if we may say 
so, is quite in his best manner, and affords much food for 
reflection. We refer to his address the other day in the 
City to the Institute of Bankers; a full report however, 
of which we have not seen. It is at first sight a little difficult to 
see why a Public Trustee should be called upon, if he was called 
upon, to address an Institute of Bankers. Primd facie an ordinary 
official could hardly be expected to give much useful information toa 
body of men of whose business he presumably knows little or nothing. 
But the Public Trustee is not an ordinary official, and, holding as 
he does, thut his office is all-embracing, he is ready to give addresses 
at all times and seasons, to all sorts and conditions of men, de 
omnibus rebus et quibusdam aliis. That, perhaps, is one reason. 
There is, however, a more probable and a more weighty one. 
Bankers, like a good many other people, may be a little uneasy 
as to how far the Public Trustee proposes to interfere with 
trust business and trust accounts, and may have wished to have 
their fears allayed. ‘This seems a very natural explanation, and 
we suppose it is the true reason, and it is borne out by the state- 
ment in the Z%mes that the Public Trustee “ shewed tactful 
anxiety to convince his hearers that the Act would not interfere 
with the relations between bankers and their customers.” But 
whatever the reason, the address itself was not of a nature to 
rouse any enthusiasm in the legal profession. Speaking generally, 
the Trustee explained that the work of his department was to be 
inexpensive, businesslike, and unfettered by red tape. The Public 
Trustee, he said, was not to be approached by formal proceedings, 
requiring to be satisfied of the most trifling fact by expensive proof, 
but a man empowered to use his own judgment, to make inquiries 
for himself, and to take the initiative in the interests of the trust. 
It would be his object to conduct the department on business lines, 
making the office as accessible as possible to the public and avoiding 
forms as far as practicable. 


The Public Trustee on Trust Investments. 

Mr. Stewart also made some observations on the sub- 
ject of investments. He looked forward to his department 
being of use in investments. In many trusts, he said, the object 
of the trustees is to avoid trouble as much as possible, and he 
questioned whether trustees troubled themselves with a constant 
review of the trust investments with the view of securing better 
results for capital as well as income. He proposed in connection 
with his department to have a periodical survey of investments 
from various points of view. In trusts already transferred to him 
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he had seen cases where no change of investment had taken place 
for twenty years. ‘This might be right in certain cases, but as a 
rule it was a course which a business man would not follow. 
Now all this from one point of view is quite satisfactory. It is 
admirable in theory, and eminently plausible. They are brave 
words, and if they could be translated into practice without loss 
or damage to anybody, we should be almost within sight of a 
legal Utopia. On the face of it, the mission of the Public 
‘Trustee would seem to be the regeneration of our legal system so 
far as it relates to the administration of trusts. In other words, 
it is, on paper, a philanthropic scheme to save expense to trust 
estates. But Mr. C. J. Srewarr is not, so far as we are aware, 
a philanthropist; he is a shrewd business man, and an astute 
official, and, being such, he is not likely to allow any foolish 
notions about philanthropy to interfere with his commercial 
instincts. As a public official he is bound to do his best 
to make his department a success, and he can only do this 
at the expense of the public. It is all very weil to talk 
about “ inexpensive’’ proceedings, but he has not, so far as 
we know, ever condescended to details and explained how it 
is to be done. We are the more sceptical on this point be- 
cause, as we pointed out in a former article, the Public Trustee 
is entitled to the fees prescribed by the Act in addition to the 
ordinary expenses payable out of the trust property in the case of 
a private trust. We are also sceptical about the success of a 
quasi-judicial office in which there are to be no formal proceed- 
ings and no “expensive proof” of trifling facts. Formal 
proceedings and strict evidence of even trifling facts have been 
found to be necessary by long experience in order to secure 
justice, and any departure from the practice of the courts must 
be fraught with danger to the trusts and will be likely to land the 
Public Trustee, sooner or later, in a quandary of his own making. 


Lawyers and Ternperance. 

Tue Lorp Chancellor presided at the annual meeting of the 
Royal Courts of Justice and Legal Temperance Society in the 
Inner Temple Hall on Thursday, the 13th inst., and on the platform 
there were the Lord Chief Justice and several judges and officials 
of the High Court. Few persons will read without approval the 
words of the Lord Chancellor, who expressed his opinion that, 
however high those present might place the effect of statutory 
enactments, they might be quite certain that the individual work 
of men and women who spent their lives in promoting temperance 
would be far more operative than the most stringent legislation. 
In reading the report of this meeting we could not but think of 
the changes which time has brought into the profession, and how 
difficult it is to imagine that Lord Expon, as Lord Chancellor, 
could have presided over a similar gathering in the year 1808. 
The career of Lord Extpon was eminently respectable, and we 
believe that on more than one occasion he followed the example 
of his sovereign, Georce III., by referring to the fact that he 
had a higher standard of morality than that which prevailed in 
the age in which he lived. But we can hardly suppose that Lord 
Etpon, with or without the assistance of his brother Lord 
SrowreLL, would have given his support toa society engaged, 
amongst other matters, in the promotion of total abstinence from 
alcoholic beverages. The Bishop of St. ALBans, who was one of 
the speakers at the meeting on the 13th inst., said that the 
English were a practical people, and did not like laws that went 
beyond the public opinion of the day. We are afraid that the 
opinion of the legal profession in the days of Lord Epon was 
a serious obstacle to the progress of temperance. Lawyers are 
sociable, and it was generally believed in the days before Queen 
Vicrorra that good fellowship could not subsist without a liberal 
indulgence in strong drink, We trust that the history of the 
present reign may shew that this belief is wholly without 
foundation. 


Guarantee or Primary Liability. 

Tue case of Reid Brothers v. Wright, tried on the 15th of 
February, by Puiiiimore, J., without a jury, is another instance 
of actions in which it is possible by a finding of fact to escape the 
operation of the Statute of Frauds. The action was to recover 
the amount due for clothing supplied to one Durnsacu. The 
defendant had introduced Durgnsacu to the plaintiffs, who were 
tailors, and he gave them an order for £60 worth of clothes. 


After these clothes had been put in hand, the plaintiffs, according 
to their evidence, refused to deliver them to Durnnnacu unless he 
paid for them in cash. They communicated their decision to the 
defendant, and he undertook, in order that Duransaca might 
have the clothes, that he would pay for them. The evid@nce of 
the defendant was that, when he was told that the plaintiffs would 
not deliver the goods without cash, he assured them that Duawnach 
would pay, and that if he did not, he, the defendant, would see 
that they had their money. The question was, therefore, whether 
credit was given to the defendant—that is, whether the goods 
were really sold to him though delivered to another, and the case 
was, therefore, not a promise to answer for the debt, default, or 
miscarriage of another, but an original liability. This question 
used often to arise at Nist Prius, and such nice distinctions were 
taken on the wording of the promise as to make it impossible to 
lay down any precise rule of construction. The jury were asked 
to say to whom the credit was given, and the sympathy of the 
jury was invariably with the plaintiffs. In the present case the 
learned judge came to the conclusion that the defendant had 
made himself liable for the goods, and he gave judgment for 
the plaintiffs. The enactment, according to BLacksurn, J., in 
Mountstephen v. Lakeman (L. R. 5 Q. B. 613), was aimed against 
what the Legislature deemed the mischief of allowing a person to 
be fixed with liability for another by loose and idle talk, but 
decisions like that in Reid vy. Wrighi tend largely to curtail its 
operation. 


Can a Man Make Two Last Wills? 

Ir 1s a not uncommon, and very convenient, practice for a 
British subject, who is fortunate enough to have property in two 
separate parts of the empire, governed by different laws, to make 
one will with respect to the property in one jurisdiction, and 
another will with respect to the property in the other jurisdiction. 
Another plan is to make one will only, but to appoint two sets of 
executors or trustees—one set to deal with each set of properties. 
Since, where the latter plan is adopted, the property in each 
jurisdiction vests in the executors or trustees appointed for that 
jurisdiction, and im them only,-it might be supposed that a 
testator could, by making two distinct wills, divide his property 
into two parts as effectually for all purposes as if there had 
been two testators as well as two wills. Any such notion must, 
if it were ever entertained, now be considered as having been 
exploded, This is the effect of a decision of the Judicial Com- 
mittee of the Privy Council—Douglas-Menzies v. Umphelby 
(Times, 17th February). There the testator (a domiciled Scots- 
man) had property in Scotland and in Australia, and he 
made a separate will with respect to each set of property. By 
the Scottish will he declared that that will was to be construed 
and administered according to the law of Scotland; by the 
Australian will he declared that that will was to be construed and 
administered according to the law of New South Wales. The 
widow was given large benefits under both wills, but by Scottish 
law she was entitled to repudiate the testator’s testamentary dis- 
positions, and claim her jus relicta. She did in fact make this 
claim, and the claim was established in the Scottish courts. It 
was contended that the widow, notwithstanding she had repudiated 
the Scottish will and taken her jus relicta, could still claim 
the gift made her by the Australian will. This view prevailed in 
the Supreme Court of New South Wales. On appeal to the 
Judicial Committee that decision was reversed, and it was held 
that the two wills could just as well have constituted a single 
document, and must be read together; that the widow had by 
Scottish law a right to elect whether she would take under or 
against the will, and that, having elected to take against the will, 
she could now take no benefits under the Australian will. “It 
was,” said Lord Rosertson, ‘inaccurate to speak of a man 
leaving two wills; he did leave, and could leave, but one will.’ 
“The law, on a man’s death, found out what were the instruments 
which expressed his last will.” 


Tender of Railway Fare with Demand of Change. 

PassencERrs by railway, who are accustomed to ask for change 
when paying for their tickets and to wait with much impatience 
while other passengers receive change, weuld be surprised to hear 
that the company eould insist upon the production of the amount 





due for the fare and nothing more. A correspondent has written 
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to the Manchester Guardian to complain that, on tendering a 
sovereign at a suburban station, the booking clerk was unable 
to give him change, a result of the consequent delay being that 
he missed his train and was deprived of the pleasure of an 
afternoon in Derbyshire. Withington, where the incident 
occurred, is on the Midland Railway, and he is desirous of 
knowing how far he has any redress against the Midland Rail- 
way Co. for their failure to have the necessary change at hand. 
The only answer is, that there is no legal obligation on a railway 
company’s servant to provide an intending passenger with 
change. By the general law, a tender by a debtor of a larger 
sum than the amount due, as in the case of a banknote for 
the larger sum out of which he requires change, may be objected 
to on the ground of want of change. In Battersbee v. Davis 
(3 Camp. 70) Mr. Justice Le Bianc says, that if £3 10s. could 
be tendered by a note for £5, so it might by a note for £50,000. 
It is unnecessary to add that the creditor does not usually stand 
upon his rights, and the usage in nearly all the transactions 
of life is to supply the debtor with a reasonable amount of 
change. The buyer of books to the amount of nine shillings who 
asks for a shilling out of half a sovereign is in a different 
position from the lady in an omnibus who has tu pay a twopenny 
fare, and having only half a sovereign with her, expects the 
conductor to give her change. The accommodation to be 
extended to those from whom money is due is regulated by good 
sense and convenience, and cannot be precisely defined by any 
system of law. 


Vcid Letters of Administration. 


THERE sEEMs to be no case reported in England where letters 
of administration have been granted in respect of the estate of a 
person who is still alive. In Williams on Executors (10th ed., at 
p: 441) it is said, with reference to the grant of probate or 
administration being sometimes a nullity: “It may be proved 
that the supposed testator or intestate is alive: for in such case 
the Court of Probate can have no jurisdiction, nor their sentence 
auy effect’’; but the case cited in support of this was a case of a 
forged will. On p. 455 it is said: “The fact that the person of 
whose estate administration has been granted is still living is a 
sufficient ground for revocation,’”’ but no instance is given of such 
a case having occurred. In Australia, recently, a case of this 
sort did occur—Zz parte Keegan (1907, 75. R. (N.S. W.) 565). 
KeEacAn left his home in 1890, and nothing was heard of him for 
fourteen years. In 1903 letters of administration to his estate 
were granted to his wife. Meanwhile some land belonging to 
Kerean had been compulsorily acquired by a public authority, 
and the compensation money was paid to Mrs. Keecavy as his 
administratrix. KerreGawn subsequently returned and claimed 
compensation for the land, and it was held by the Supreme 
Court of New South Wales that the letters of administration 
were a mere nullity, as having been granted without jurisdiction, 
and the fact of the previous payment to Mrs, KeeGan was no 
bar to KerGan’s claim to be paid for his land. 


The Law with Regard to Opium Smoking. 


Tar Nintu Chamber of the Tribunal of the Seine has under 
consideration the question whether the French laws, so far as 
they prohibit the sale of opium and extracts from opium, extend 
to the supply of this drug to opium smokers. The appellant, a 
dealer in Chinese aad Japanese wares, had among her customers 
a number of opium smokers, to whom she afforded all facilities 
for the indulgence of their habit. A penalty of one thousand 
francs having been impvsed upon her, she appealed to the 
Chamber, where her advocate contended that the ordinances 
affecting the sale of opium did not apply to “chandoo,’ the 
preparation used by opium smokers. The decision is expected 
with interest, for opium smoking is said to be widely prevalent 
among military and naval officers in France. Opium smoking is 
not unknown in London. In the unfinished novel of * Edwin 
Drood,” by Cuartes Dickens, published in 1870, there is a 
description of a place in the East End of London where an opium 
smoker is supplied with all that he requires, and the description 
of the woman who furnishes the opium, and of the room appro- 
priated to the smoker, appears to be founded upon the observation 
of the writer. But we cannot remember that any proceedings 





have ever been taken with regard to opium smoking under the 


English Acts regulating the sale of opium. 


The Patents Act, 1907. 


Toe GovERNMENT have introduced a Bill to amend the 
Patents and Designs Act, 1907, a measure to which we recently 
called the attention of our readers (ant>, p. 109). The Biil 
contains one clause only, which is as follows: ‘It is hereby 
declared that so much of sub-section 2 of 92 the 
Patents and Designs Act, 1907, as provides that the decision of a 
judge of the High Court to whom a petition is presented by virtue 
of that Act is to be final does not apply in the case of a petition 
for the revocation of a patent under section 25 of that Act.” 
The object is to deal with the muddle to which we drew attentioa 
(ante, p. 110), and to provide that in all cases of p-stitions for 
revocation of patents there shall be an appeal from the judge of 
first instance. Of course, the idea underlying the Bul meets 
with our approval. We protested from the first against the 
principle, embodied in the Act of 1907, of making the decision of 
a judge of first instance fiual in so important a matter as the 
revocation of a patent, which may be, and often is, of great value 
to the owner (see 51 Sortcrrors’ JournNaL 371). But while 
approving of the Bill, as far as it goes, we think that its 
principle ought to be made applicable to appeals to the court 
from applications for revocation made to the Comptroller under 


section 27 of the Act of 1907. 


section of 





A Much Needed Official. 


Tue recent development of the modern tendency to officialism, 
shewn in the appointment of the Public Trustee as an official man 
of law, suggests, in all seriousness, the advantages which would 
arise from constituting a somewhat similar office in the person of 
an Official Man of Straw. Very little consideration is needed to 
shew the varied nature of the duties which such an official could 
usefully discharge. ‘Thus, it is we!l known that, in the case of 
executors who find themselves and their testator’s estate burdened 
with onerous leascholds which have come to their testator by 
assignment, it is “their legal and moral duty” to assign them 
over at the earliest possible opportunity, and that they may, on 
the express authority of Lord CorrennaM, assign them even to a 
pauper. Some difficulty is at present naturally experienced in 
such cases in finding a suitable assignee, or, indeed, any assignee 
at all. There is necessarily something invidious in the selection 
of an appropriately impecunious acquaintance or nominee uf the 
assignors, to say nothing of the serious risk run by the assignee 
himself in the prospect of his subsequent acquisition of substantial 
means, and of an attendant considerable personal liability. With 
the appointment, as suggested, of an Official Man of Straw 
the difficulty vanishes. The assigament would be properly made 
to him in the first instance, and if, for ary later dealings with 
the property, it should be desired to take a surrender or assign- 
ment, the whereabouts of the estate would have meanwhile ben 
officially recorded, and the present customary delay and expense 
necessary for tracing its devolution would all be avoide 1. 

Another wide sphere of usefulness for the new official would be 
with respect to what is known to conveyancers as the “ outstanding 
legal estate.” The difficulty of tracing and getting this ia is 
proverbial, especially when it can be used as a weapon of offence 
in the hand of an unwilling purchaser, who never hesitates to 
allege that it is the one thing which prevents the completion of 
the purchase. It is also notorious that, notwithstanding all 
maxims of equity to the contrary, many an otherwise shipwrecked 
puisne incumbrancer has, with sufficient appearance of bona fides 
to deceive the court, got in this legal estate us his tabula in 
naufragio, and thus defeated the ciaim of an admittedly prior 
mortgagee. By a simple enactment to the effect that any 
outstanding legal estate of more than a specified antiquity 
should after a certain date vest in the Official Man of 
Straw, and be held by him for the person best entitled 
to it, all these specious practices would be defeated. 

Then there is the well-known “ dry ”’ or “ bare ” legal estate, an 
undefinable entity with a quite unjustifiable existence, but some- 
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times requiring as much attention in the pages of an abstract of 
title as if it were “ fed’’ or‘ clothed” with the entire beneficial 
interest. There is also a tradition in the Chancery Division that 
on one occasion no less a master of the law than the late Sir 
Grorce JEsset professed his utter inability to say where the 
legal estate was, and it is believed in that particular instance to 
be lost, even at the present day. 

It is quite unnecessary to suggest other circumstances under 
which the proposed official would be invaluable. He would, 
no doubt, in the modern fashion, freely advertise his own 
merits and those of his office, and any salary in reason would 
be amply earned. This salary must, of course, be unattachable, 
and he would probably do well to have nothing else to live upon, 
so that he might not be called upon to discharge, at his own 
expense, any obligations primd facie incident to the estates vested 
in him. ‘To write or say of an ordinary person that he is a man 
of straw has been held to be an imputation of insolvency ; no 
such difficulty could arise from any allusion to an officer of the 
court by his proper official title. 

The new official might even be formally attached to the Land 
Registry, if that office is thought to have sufficient prospect 
of permanency to support him, and the difficulty at present 
incident to dealing with the legal estate on registered titles might 
be met by providing that, immediately on registration, the legal 
estate should vest in the Official Man of Straw, and attend the 
inheritance, or whatever may be its exact present equivalent 
under the Land Transfer Acts, in the registered property. 








Appeals in High Court Actions. 


Ir is safe to say that no one part of the Rules of the Supreme Court 
is beset with so many difficulties as the rules relating to appeals 
in High Court actions. One would reasonably expect to find the 
rules providing clearly for when, how, and to whom any appeal 
from any decision by any tribunal can be brought, but the odd 
fact is that, where any rules exist at all, they are in several 
particulars characterized by serious difficulties in deciding as to 
what cases they apply to, and, with regard to some appeals, 
rules are conspicuous by their absence. It might further, not 
unnaturally, be supposed that, such being the actual state of 
things, the courts would look with a lenient eye upon mistakes 
made by a party’s legal advisers when really caused by these 
difficulties, and not bar the litigant’s right to have the opinion of 
the higher tribunal upon his case on account of such a mistake. In 
some cases the Appeal Courts have shewn a readiness to so act, 
but in others the court has again and again declared that the 
mistake of a solicitor’s clerk, solicitor, or counsel is not a 
sufficient reason for extending to the litigant the benefit of the 
exercise of its discretion in his favour. 

This is particularly the case with regard to applications for 
extension of the time limited by ord. 58, r. 15, for appeals to 
be brought in cases of trial without a jury. This rule makes a 
difference between the times for appealing from an interlocutory 
order and from a final order or judgment, except in any matter 
not being an action. Now, what orders are final and what inter- 
locutory is so delicate a point that the greatest judicial intellects 
have been considering it and laying down rules about it ever 
since the Judicature Act; it is practically impossible to reconcile 
the numerous cases on it; and, as a means of escape, it has been 
recently stated that the most desirable way of dealing with the 
difficulty is for the Rule Committee to frame a new rule: see Re 
Croasdell and Cammell, Laird, & Co. (1906, 2 K. B., at p. 573, 
per Lord Couns, then Master of the Rolls), Re Jerome (1907, 
2 Ch., at p. 147, per Cozens-Harpy, M.R.), and Baker v. Faber 
(1908, W. N. 9). This makes the decisions that a mistake made 
by a litigant’s legal advisers as to the time for bringing the 
appeal an insufficient reason for the court granting an extension 
all the more surprising and somewhat hard: see Jnternational 
Financial Society v. City of Moscow Gas Co. (1877, 7 Ch. D., p. 
247), Re Coles and Ravenshear (1907, 1 K. B. 1). It rather 


looks as though the Court of Appeal recognized this, for in the 
still more recent case of Baker v. Faber (supra), where a mistake 
was made by counsel as to the proper time within which to 


appeal against the ruling of a judge in an action tried with a 
jury, the mistake was allowed as sufficient reason for exten 
the time. It was held in this case that ord. 39, r. 4, determi 
the proper time for applying. 

Now, rules 3 and 4 of that order appear to apply in terms to 
“every application for a new trial,” but it is clear, on carefull 
reading them, that they only apply to applications where the tria 
has been with a jury (see Gower v. Tobitt, 1891, 7 T. L. R. 182, 
following Glasbrook v. Owen, 1890, 7 T. L. R. 62, and compare 
rules 1 and 1a of order 39); and they apply, it is now clear, in 
such cases, whatever the application be, whether for a new trial 
or to set aside the judgment entered and to enter any other 
judgment: ord. 40, rr. 3 and 4; Baker v. Faber (supra), and see 
note as to Fryer v. Church Agency (Limited) in 47 Sortcrrors’ 
JouRNnAL, p. 361 (1903). Nothing is said in rules 3 and 4 of 
order 40 as to the time in which the applications there mentioned 
are to be made; rule 4 mentions applications to set aside the 
judgment, whether the trial has been with or without a 
jury; ord. 58, rr. 3 and 15, in terms apply to all appeals 
to the Court of Appeal, and give different times for 
appealing to those given by ord. 39, r. 4. The rules being, 
therefore, so very far from clear, it was considered a case for the 
exercise of the discretionary power given to the court by ord. 64, 
r. 7. A distinction was drawn between applications for “‘ special 
leave” under ord. 58, r. 15, and for extension of time under ord. 
64, r. 7, but it seems a matter for regret that it has not been 
considered possible to call in the latter rule to aid the former, 
since it gives the court power to enlarge the time “‘ appointed by 
these rules ’’—i.e., any of the rules. At present a mistake in 
calculating time for appealing where the trial has been with a 
jury may possibly be excused under ord. 64, r. 7, while a 
similar mistake, where the trial has been without a jury, though’ 
made under circumstances of equal difficulty, apparently may not 
be excused, since ord. 58, r. 15, is the only rule to which resort 
can be had, and cases decided under that rule bar the way. 
There is no difference between the two kinds of trial in the 
principle underlying any objection to extend the time for appeal- 
ing—viz., that the party in whose favour a judgment has been 
given has, after the time limited for appealing has elapsed, a 
vested right in the judgment of which he ought not to be deprived 
except on special grounds. But the effects of a mistake may be 
different now. 

It has been made clear, it is hoped, that at present the rules men- 
tioned say in terms one thing and mean in practice another, or 
something less or more. If it be deemed necessary to continue the 
difference, so far as time for appealing is concerned, between actions 
tried with, and those tried without, a jury, the sooner the rules are 
made to agree in terms with what it has been decided they mean 
in reality the better. But is there actually any need why the 
difference should be continued ? If not, the matter might be made 
extremely simple as compared with the present complexity. The 
addition to the words “ every application for a new trial” in ord. 
39, r. 8, of the words “ or to set aside the judgment entered and 
enter any other judgment after a trial with or without a jury, 
shall be to the Court of Appeal and”; the omission altogether of 
ord. 39, r. 4, ord. 40, rr. 3, 4, 5, so as to leave ord. 58, rr. 8 and 
15, to really apply to all appeals to the Court of Appeal as they 
do now in terms; the omission of the words in ord. 58, r. 15, 
“except by special leave of the Court of Appeal,” so as to allow 
ord. 64, r. 7, to apply to extension of time in all appeals, would’ 
go far towards securing this simplicity so far as appeals in actions 
tried by a judge with or without a jury are concerned. Some 
provision would have to be made with regard to ord. 40, r. 64 
(appiying ord. 40, rr. 2-6, to references under an order of court), 
but as with regard to the question of appeals in such matters the 
rules exhibit another spectacle of perplexity and insufficiency, 
this matter may well be left to be dealt with in a subsequent 
article. 

‘In the meantime we venture to suggest that the committee 
which is at present considering the working of the machinery 
under the Judicature Acts might be the means of effecting a 
considerable improvement in the ease with which the machine at 
present works by suggesting to the Rule Committee a simplifi- 
cation, and, if possible, unification, of the rules relating to time 





for appealing in actions tried with and without a jury. 
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Contracts Not to be Performed 
Within a Year. 
An important decision upon the meaning of the provision in 
section 4 of the Statute of Frauds which requires an *‘ agreement 


that is not to be performed within the space of one year from the | 


making thereof” to be in writing has been given by the Court 
of Appeal in Lavalette v. Riches & Co. (reported elsewhere). 
The plaintiff's claim was for the balance due for goods sold, and 
the defendants, admitting this, set up a counterclaim for damages 
for breach of agreement. By the counterclaim they alleged an 
oral agreement made between the parties to the action in March, 
1905, that the defendants should be the agents and sole representa- 
tives of the plaintiff in Great Britain and [reland for the sale of 
the plaintiff's patent magneto igniter until the patent should be 
taken over by a company, and that in the meantime the plaintiff 
would pay the defendants a specified commission, and would supply 
them as agents with such igniters as they should order. The 
defendants claimed damages for the plaintiff’s alleged breach of 
this agreement by refusing, in September, 1906, to continue the 
agency and supply the igniters, although the patent had not been 
taken over by a company. ‘The plaintiff denied the agreement, 
and also, upon the ground that the agreement, according to the 
allegation of the defendants, compelled the plaintiff to continue 
the alleged agency, and to pay commission and supply goods 
after the expiration of one year from the making of it, he pleaded 
the Statute of Frauds. The patent would not expire till 1916, 
and also, upon the evidence, there was a question whether the 
agreement was not for the continuance of the agency until the 
expiration of the patent, subject to the condition that it was to 
be determined if the plaintiff sold his rights to a company. 
But the jury rejected this view, and held that the 
plaintiff had in fact verbally agreed that the defendants 
should be his agents until the patent was sold to a company, 
and they assessed the damages at £750. Watton, J., however, 
upon hearing arguments as to the Statute of Frauds, held that the 
agreement was one which was not to be performed within a year 
from the making thereof within the meaning of section 4, and 
consequently, since it was not in writing, it could not be enforced. 
This decision has been reversed by the Court of Appeal. 

It is singular that after all the discussion which has taken place 


upon this part of section 4 there should still be room for difference | 


of judicial opinion. The difficulty lies in the fact that the agree- 
ment itself gave no guidance as to whether it was to be performed 
within a year or not. 
date of performance, but is in its nature incapable of being per- 
formed within a year, then the actual effect of the agreement is 
looked at, and it is treated as being withia the section. This case 
occurred in Boydell y. Drummond (11 East, 142), where a series of 
prints of scenes from Shakespeare were to be published by sub- 
scription, and the publisher sued a subscriber who had not bound 
himself by an agreement in writing. The prospectus stated that 
seventy-two scenes would be painted, and that the whole would be 
published in numbers, each containing four large prints. One 
number at least was to be published annually after the delivery 
of the first. It was held by the King’s Bench that the agree- 
ment entered into by the subscriber was not to be performed 


within a year, and hence was within the statute. “The whole scope | 


of the undertaking,” said Lord E.tenporoven, C.J., * 
that it was not to be performed within a year; and if, contrary 
to all physical probability, it could have been performed within 
that time, yet the whole work could not have been obtruded on the 
subscribers at once, so as to have entitled the publishers to demand 
payment of the whole subscription from them within the year.” 
This conclusion was strengthened by the statement in 
prospectus that at least one number would be published annually 
after the delivery of the first, thus shewing clearly that the 
publishers did not contemplate the completion of the work within 
a year. The whole court consequently were clear that the case 
was within the statute, and that in the absence of a written 
agreement the action must fail. 

But the terms of a verbal contract, though not requiring that 


the contract shall in fact continue beyond the year, may be such , 


as to contemplate that it will, and this is particularly the case 


Where the agreement is silent as to the | 


shows | 


the | 


| where the contract is to last for the lifetime of a named person, 
whether a party to the contract or not. In such cases it is not 
| unnatural to treat the contract as one that is not to be performed 
within the year, and this was done by Hawkrns, J., in Davey v. 
| Shannon (4 Ex. D. 81), where the defendant had, in effect, agreed 
not to compete in business with the plaintiff during their joint 
lives. The learned judge observed that primd facie the contract 
| was not to be performed within a year, and therefore fell within 
| the operation of section 4. But this result is opposed to the 
| previous authorities, and was disapproved by the Court of Appeal 
in Macgregor v. Macgregor (21 Q. B. D. 424). The effect of the 
section as interpreted in Boydelly. Drummond (supra) had been con- 
| sidered in Souch v. Strawhridge (2 C. B. 808), where it was decided 
that a contract by the plaintiff to maintain a child, so long as the 
defendant should think proper, was not within the statute. The 
statute, said Trnpat, C.J., * speaks of ‘ any agreement that is not 
to be performed within the space of one year from the making 
thereof,’ pointing to contracts the complete performance of which 
is of necessity extended beyond the space of one year. That 
appears clearly from the case of Boydell v. Drummond, the rule to 
be extracted from which is, that where the agreement distinctly 
shews, upon the face of it, that the parties contemplate its per- 
formance to extend over a greater period of time than one year 
| the case is within the statute; but that where the contract is 
; such that the whole may be performed within a year, and there is 
| no express stipulation to the contrary, the statute does not apply.” 
| And in accordance with this view it was held by the Irish Court 
of Exchequer Chamber in Murphy v. Sullivan (11 Ir. Jur. (N. 8.) 
111) that a contract to maintain a person for life need not be in 
writing. 

The contract which came in question in Macgregor v. Macgregor 
| (supra) was similar for the present purpose to those just referred 
to. By way of compromise of legal proceedings, a husband verbally 
agreed to make his wife an allowance of £1 a week for muinten- 
ance, and in an action by her to recover arrears, the Court of 
Appeal (Lord Esner, M.R., and Linpiey and Bowen, L.JJ.) 
| overruled a defence of the statute. Lord Esuer, after referring to 
| Davey v. Shannon(supri), observed that the notion, apparently held 
| by Hawkrns, J., that an agreement was within the statute although 
| performance might take place within the year, if at the time 

when the parties entered into it they contemplated that it might 
| have to be performed beyond the year, startled him, and he treated 
the passage quoted above from the judgment of Trnpat, C.J., in 
| Souch vy. Strawbridge (supra) as laying down the true rule. If the 
agreement shews that its performance must extend beyond the 
year it is within the statute; but if it may be performed within 
| the year, and there is no express stipulation to the contrary, it is 
| outside the statute. Linpiey, L.J., stated the effect of the 
| decisions to be that “ if the contract can by possibility be performed 
within the year, the statute does not apply.” And Bowen, L.J., 
| said that, whether this view was originally sound or not, it was 
too late to depart from it 
The same rule has now been applied by the Court of Appeal to 
| the agreement which was in question in Lavelette y. Riches & Co. 
| (supra). ‘There it was argued on behalf of the plaintiff that the 
contract was in effect to continue during the period of the patent, 
subject to the possibility of its being terminated earlier by the 
|assignment of the patent to a company But the agreement, 
as proved, did not refer to the period of the patent, and it defined 
the continuance of the agreement solely by reference to the 
| possible assignment to a company. This was a matter which 
might take place within the year, and consequently the statute 
did not apply. Vavanan Winans, L.J., stated the test as 
follows: ‘‘ If this contract was one which in its terms was capable 
of being performed within the year, it did not come within the 
section; but if, on the other hand, the contract was one which 
from the statement of the time within which it was to be 
performed or from some other reason, manifestly upon its face 
or upon the true construction of its terms, could not be 
performed within the year, it did come within the see- 
tion.” Of course, this test has no relation to the object of the 
statute. As regards the prevention of doubt as to the terms 
‘of contract, it is obvious that the test should be the other 
way, and that the statute should be deemed to extend to contracts 
which may by possibility exceed a year. But as Bowery, LJ., 
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observed in Macyregor v. Macgregor, it is too late to inquire into 
the principle of the rule. It has now been once again enunciated 
by the Court of Appeal, and when it is ascertained what the 
terms of a verbal agreement are, it should not be difficult to apply 
it. If the contract may be performed within the year, and there 
is no stipulation to the contrary, it need not be in writing. On 
the other hand, as Vaucuan Witttams, L.J., observed, if ‘there 
is on the face of the contract a fixed time longer than a year 
specified for its performance, the inclusion of a defeasance 
stipulation which may end it within the year does not save it 
from the statute. 





Reviews. 


Trust Accounts. 


A GuivE To Trust Accounts. By Preror W. CHANDLER, Solicitor. 
Butterworth & Co. 


The duty of trustees to have their accounts always ready has been 
frequently stated by the judges, and an instructive list of dicta on 
the subject is introduced by Mr. Chandler into his first chapter. 
This is a duty which in general trustees are willing to perform, and, 
in default of their doing it voluntarily, the assistance of the court 
can be invoked to secure its performance. Mr. Chandler explains 
in interesting and lucid style the form in which trust accounts 
should be kept, so that the history and the actual condition of the 
trust estate can be at any time easily ascertained ; and his book will 
repay peruss’. In practice the apportionment of items between 
tenant for lifeand remainderman is the matter which usually occasions 
most difficulty, and in a chapter devoted to this subject Mr. Chandler 
discusses the rules in Howe v. Karl of Dartmouth (7 Ves. 137) and 
Allhusen v. Whittell (L. R. 4 Eq. 295). The chapter is illustrated by 
examples of apportionments, and the utility of the work is con- 
siderably increased by the insertion of specimen accounts in the 
Appendix. 





Books of the Week. 


The Principles of Equity: Intended for the Use of Students and 
of Practitioners. By Epmunp H. T. SNeEtt, Barrister-at-Law. 
Fifteenth Edition. By ArcniBaLD Brown, M.A. (Edin. and Oxon.) 
and B.C.L. (Oxon.), Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 

Criminal Appeal and Evidence. By N. W. Sisugy, B.A., LL.M. 
(Camb.) and B.A. (London), Barrister-at-Law. TT. Fisher Unwin; 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

The English Reports. Vol. LXXXI.: King’s Bench Division X., 
containing Bulstrode 3, Rolle 1 & 2, Palmer. William Green & Sons, 
Edinburgh ; Stevens & Sons (Limited), 

A Handbook for the Practical Farmer: Fertilizers and Feeding 
Stuffs, their Properties and Uses. By BERNARD Dyer, D.Sc., F.1.C, 
With the Full Text of the Fertilizers and Feeding Stuffs Act, 1906, 
the Regulations and Forms of the Board of Agriculture, and Notes 
onthe Act. By A. J. Davin, B.A., LL.M. (Cantab ), Barrister-at- 
Law. Fifth Edition, Revised. Crosby Lockwood & Son. 

The Land Registry Fiasco; The Reign of King Stork. By J. 8. 
RuginsTEIn, Author of The Blight of Officialdom, &c. Second 
Edition. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 





Correspondence. 


Time for Appeal Against the Verdict of a Jury. 


[ T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. ] 

Sir,—I shall be obliged if you will afford me the hospitality of your 
columns to point out to what ridiculous positions the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in the case of Greene v. Croome (24 T. L. R. 89) leads. 

There it was decided that the time for appeal against the verdict of 
& jury, as limited by ord. 39, r. 4, runs from the date of verdict and 
not from date of judgment. 

Therefore, in a case within my own knowledge, where the findings 
of a jury in favour of the plaintiffs were given on the 30th of January, 
but the judge reserved his judgment until the 11th of February, it 
was necessary for the defendants (since the time limited is only eight 
days) to give notice of appeal from the verdict of the jury before 
judgment had been given, and then when judgment had been given 
to deliver another notice against the judgment. If the judgment had 
been in favour of the defendants upon a point of law, they would have 
had to withdraw their appeal against the findings, and presumably 
pay the costs of appeal ! 

It is clear, therefore, that the rule requires amendment, and when 





this is being done it might be worth consideration why only eight 

days is allowed to apply for a new trial when three months is given 

to appeal against a judgment. MANAGING CLERK, 
Feb. 19. 





~ 
The Land Registry. 
[ To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.} 


Sir,—The resolution passed by the London County Council on the 
28th ultimo, that it was desirable that an inquiry should be instituted 
into the working of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, with a view to its 
amendment, clearly indicates that in the council’s view the time has 
arrived for reconsidering the consent given by the council in 1898 to 
the system of compulsory registration of title being tried as an 
experiment in the County of London. The resolution has been 
followed by the intimation that the Lord Chancellor had consented 
to appoint a Royal Commission to inquire into the working of the 
system. 

"This development marks a distinct stage in the Land Registry 
controversy, and is of such public interest that I hope you will allow 
me to call attention thereto. 

When Parliament in 1897 consented to the system being tried as an 
experiment, it was recognized that it was one that might fail, and 
consequently the same Act empowered the Privy Council at any time 
to revoke tue order applying compulsory registration to any county. 
As it is now on all sides admitted that the system is a bad one, sure 
the order applying compulsion to the County of London should, 
pending the inquiry, be revoked. The Registry will still remain, 
and any person in any part of the kingdom can register if he pleases. 
In 1886 Mr. Brickdale, the present registrar, wrote that ‘to apply 
compulsion to any system not really beneficial would be a wild 
injustice,” and that ‘‘ either compulsion is unnecessary or it is unjust.” 
Once it is recognized that the system in operation is not beneficial, 
there is, I submit, no justification for forcing people, whether they 
like it or not, to incur the expense and delay that registration 
involves. 

In May, 1906, the present Government appointed a Royal 
Commission to consider the expediency of extending a system of 
registration of title to Scotland. After an unexplained delay of some 
eighteen months, the Commission, in November and December last, 
examined several witnesses in Edinburgh and in London. The 
evidence of the witnesses (unfortunately taken in private) dealt very 
fully with the working of the system in London. The report of the 
Scotch Commission would, I believe, if now published, materially 
shorten the new inquiry, even if it did not render it altogether 
unnecessary. It will, I suggest, be a great saving of time and 
expense if the report of the Scotch Commission be presented before 
the new inquiry is entered upon. In the interests of the public, 
therefore, the Commissioners will, it is hoped, be urged to present 
their somewhat belated report at the earliest possible moment. 

J. 8. RvBINSTEIN. 

5 and 6, Baymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, Feb. 17. 





A New Proposal for Land Transfer. 

[V’o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 

Sir,—I desire to make two observations on Mr. Sweet’s article 
in the Law Quarterly Review—‘‘ The Land Transfer Acts ’’—already 
noticed in your columns. 

Mr. Swect outlines a scheme for simplifying conveyancing based 
on three fundamental ideas: that tenure, seisin, and uses should be 
abrogated ; that the law of land transfer should be assimilated to the 
law of personalty; that « simpler kind of registration of deeds 
(without State guarantee of title) should be adopted. Mr. Sweet 
has, in putting this forward as a novel proposal, overlooked or 
forgotten the existence of an article of mine in the Law Quarterl 
Review for July, 1904—*‘ The Present Complexity of Land Law an 
its Remedy ”—in which I pointed out that reform on these three 
very points was urgently needed if amendment of the Land Transfer 
Acts proved too difficult. In an article entitled ‘‘ The Breakdown of 
the Land Transfer Acts System,” which appeared in the January 
number of the Law Quarterly Review of 1904, I did, however, suggest 
several amendments of the Acts, and these amendments I still think 
practicable. 

In adopting the views of the Law Society, as expressed in their 
‘* Observations” on the Land Registry Report of 1906, Mr. Sweet is 
evidently unaware that most of the allegations and arguments in the 
‘‘ Observations” have been shown to rest on no foundation of fact. 
For instance, the case of Marshall v. Robertson, of which so much has 
been made, turns out to be misreported. All this and much more is 
set out in a “Criticism” of mine, lately reprinted and sold for 3d. 
I shall take another opportunity of criticizing Mr. Sweet’s proposals 
for reform in detail. James Epwarp Hoaa, 

Lincoln’s-inn, Feb. 17. 
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Socialism and the Legal Profession. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. | 

Sir,—The “‘ few thoughts” of your contributor “‘ E. F. T.,” printed 
in your last issue, make sufficiently amusing reading. ‘‘ EK. F. T.” 
describes himself as ‘‘a thoughtful-minded man, who has reflected 
deeply over the Socialistic doctrines that have been so industriously 
circulated of late.” I wonder where he gleaned his knowledge— 
perhaps it would be more correct to say his ignorance—of Socialism. 
I suspect it was from the cheap Unionist Press. It could scarcely 
have been from the publications of the Fabian Society, or from the 
writings of any of the “ thoughtful-minded” Socialists. If he had 
read any of the latter with some approach to an open mind, it is 
hardly conceivable that he would be guilty of such utterly puerile, 
if amusing, nonsense as is contained in his article. 

Ridicule is, no doubt, a powerful weapon when adroitly used, but 
*¢ Any fool can make an audience laugh,” and if “‘ E. F T.”’ imagines 
that S>cialism can be killed by such remarks as, ‘‘ Mother’s milk 
beiag, I believe, still allowed to flow,” he will find himself greatly 
mistaken. No, ‘‘ E. F. T.,”’ do you not see that even the gentle art of 
ridicale must be founded on sound principles if it is to overcome the 
arguments it seeks to demolish ? First, it would be advisable to form 
a clear idea of what Socialistic doctrines really are, and, if he will 
attempt to do this, I venture to think that even ‘‘E. F, T.” will 
make the amazing discovery that, under Socialism, solicitors will not 
be expected to lick postage stamps or buy tobacco for articled clerks 
—that is, assuming that they are capable of performing any more 
useful work A Socraxistic SoLiciTor. 

Richmond, Feb, 15. 


Mr. Horatio Bottomley, M.P., and Carter & Bell. 
[ To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. ] 


Sir,—It has been brought to my notice that last week’s issue of 
John Ball—publishing a notice animadverting upon my firm, and 
containing an incomplete extract from a letter addressed to Mr. 
Bottomley by the Law Society—has been sent to most of my con/fréres 
in London, and I venture to think I am justified iu asking you to 
publish in your valuable columns the fact that Mr. Bottomley omitted 
to include in his published extract the concluding paragraph— 
namely, that the Council considered the matter complained of by 
Mr. Bottomley ‘‘ did not amount to such a breach of professional 
duty as would justify them in taking any action beyond the above 
expression of opinion.” 

I would not have troubled you to insert this letter had it not been 
that I deem it right to remove sny inaccurate impression which it is 
just possible, in the absence of this explanation, might have been 
formed by my con/fréres in connection with this matter. 

6, Idol-lane, Eastcheap, Feb. 18. EpWARD A. BELL, 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


JAMES NELSON & SONS (LIM) v. NELSON LINE (LIVERPOOL) 
(LIM.). 2ist Nov.; 6th Feb. 


Savp—Cnarter-rarty —Demurrace—Loapinc —** Sunpays AND Hottays 
Excerrep ’’—Loapine on Excrrtep Days--Excerrep Days Countine 
as Woxrkine Days—* Dispatch Monry—‘* Days Savev in Loapine’’— 
Scunpay or Howtpay. 





Under a charter-party, the terme of which were very ambiguous, the ship- 
owners alleged (inter alia) that lay days commenced to run when they had berthed 
their vessel and given a twelve hours’ notice. In the charterers’ view that was 
subject to a condition that the vessel tendered for loading should bz tendsred at such 
times as were suitable to two-weekly sailings, with intervals of fourteen days 
between each sailing. 

Held, that, on the true construction of the charter-party, the charterers’ view 
was right. 

Decision of the Court of Appeal (affirming a judgment of Channell, J., 
reported 1907, 2 K. B. 705) reversed. 

Appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal (reported 1907, 2 K.B. 705). 
The appellants were the plaintiffs in the action, and were charterers of 
vessels of which the respondents were the owners. The action was 
brought to recover money paid under protest and dispatch money, or in 
the alternative damages for breach ot agreement. There was also a 
counterclaim in respect of demurrage. The action was tried before 
Channell, J., who decided in favour of the plaintiffs; his decision was 
reversed by the Court of Appeal, and the plaintiffs now appealed to their 
lordships’ House. Cur. adv. vuit. 

Their Lordships allowed the appeal. 

Lord Lorzsurn, C., in moving that the appeal be allowed, said that by 
agreement dated the 18th of June, 1904, the plaintiffs were bound to load 
frozen meat on ships forming a two-weekly service from the River Plate to 
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England. One ship, The Highland Heather, was ready to loid on the 5th 
of March, 1906, and the defendants, the shipowners, claimed that the lay 
days began on the 6th of March. Another ship, Tae Highland Enterprise, 
was ready to load on the 14th of March, and the defendants claimed thas the 
lay days began on the 15th of March. On the other hand the plaintiffs 
(charterers) claimed that the lay days commenced on the 7th of March and 
the 21st of March respectively. ‘The grouud of difference really amounted 
to this: In the shipowners’ view the lay days commenced to run when 
they had berthed their vessel and given a twelve hours’ notice. In the 
charterers’ view that was subject to a condition—namely, that the vessels 
tendered for loading should be tendered at such times as wer: suitable 
to two-weekly sailings, with intervals of fourteen days between each 
sailing. There were minor questions as to whether holidays were 
to count as lay days and as to an exception of strikes. Under 
the agreement the owners bound themselves to run a two-weekly line of 
steamers from the River Plate to Liverpool and a monthly line from the 
River Plate to London. They also agreed that the sailings from the River 
Piate should ba at intervals of fourteen and thirty days respectively, but 
Liverpool sailings at a fourteen days’ interval alone were in question here, 
Under the second clause of the agreement the charterers bound themselves 
to ship in each vessel sailing in the lines above mentioned so much frozen 
meat and offal as would fill certain insulated chambers. Apart from 
clause 2, there were three clauses providing for the time when the several 
vessels were to begin loading and the running of the lay days. By clause 
1 the owners engaged as from the date when their respective vessels 
arrived in the River Plate, and were ready to load outwards, to place the 
vessels of the line at the disposal of the charterers for the carriage of the 
frozen meat. Nothing could be clearer. The charterers were to be the first 
to load this space reserved to them in the vessels as soon as they were 
ready to load. Under clause 7 each steamer, either before or after loading 
meat from the charterers, might ioad for owuers’ benefit meat or any other 
cargo of any kind for her intended voyage, at any port or ports in the 
River Plate, or tributaries, or on the east coast of South America. This 
clause 7 absolutely contradicted clause 1. He was compelled to give effect 
to it, and he could only conclude that the shipowners’ obligation under 
clause 1 was subject to his right to break it under clause 7. So that the 
charterers were not to be the first to load the vessels if the shipowners 
chose first to load for their own benefit some other goods. Clause 6 
provided that, on arrival of each steamer at her loading berth (fixed by 
charterers) in the River Plate, notice should be given to the charterers or 
their agents in writing of her readiness to load. The notice was not to be 
given until a certain temperature was attained in the insulated chambers, 
which was to be maiutained up to the time of shipment commencing. 
Twelve hours after such notice (subject to the point of temperature) 
the lay days were to commence, and provisions for demurrage and dispatch 
money were appended. ‘The main controversy in this case arose on this 
clause. The shipowners said that they were entitled to take their vessel 
to the loading berth when they pleased, and that as soon as they had 
given the notice (always subject to the point of temperature) then twelve 
hours later the lay days began. They maintained that they might give 
such notices at intervals of, say, seven, or twenty-one, or even twenty- 
eight days, or at less than seven days’ interval, and that the charterer was 
bound to load on pain of paying demurrage, and that clause 6 was wholly 
independent of clause 2. One mitigation, and only one, did they admit. 
If the notices were given at such times as to frustrate the commercial 
adventure altogether—in that case alone, they said, the charterer might 
refuse to load with impunity. If there wus any breach of clause 2, which 
required an interval of fourteen days between the days of sailing, then, 
they said, that might be compensated by damages, but it was not a ground 
for refusing to load. On the other hand, the charterers maintained that 
the second clause must be read with the sixth clause, and must control it, 
and that they were under no obligation to begin loading a vessel until 
such date as would suit an interval of fourteen duys between the sailings. 
In his opinion, the charterers’ contention ought to prevail. Indeed the ship- 
owners flinched from pushing their own argument to its logical conclusion, 
Mr. Hamilton enumerated the contingencies which might arise between 
notice and sailing, as if to shew that it was not possible so to fix a 
berthing and a notice as to be sure it would square with sailings at 
fourteen days’ interval. He did not think there was any real business 
difficulty. ‘The whole agreement was dominated by the central fuct that 
everything was arranged for a two-weekly service, with regular sailings, 
and it was unnecessary to repeat that in every clause. In substance, 
therefore, he thought the charterers were right, and that, subject to other 
two points, they were entitled to judgment on the claim and counterclaim in 
respect of dispatch money and demurrage. ‘The second point was a very 
short one. Under the agreement holidays were not to count as lay days. 
In fact, there were some holidays during which one of the ships was 
loaded by the charterers with consent of the master. No special arrangement 
was made. But the Court of Appeal held(apparently regarding it as a point 
of law) that an agreement to treat the holiday as a working day, and so count 
it among the lay days, ought to be inferred from the mere fact of working 
byconsent. ‘This inference seemed to have b-en drawa in other cases, aud 
those cases were treated as binding in law. Is was a question, not of law, 
but of fact. He was unable to see any evidence of such an agreement, 
Very likely it was convenient to both sides to do what was done. He did 
not believe it entered into the heads of either that they were making such 
an agreement as was suggested. In regard to the last point, that some 
allowance was to be made for strikes, this House could not entertain it, 
for it was not decided by Channell, J., or argued in the Court of Appeal. 
{t must go to be determined as an issue in the action. In the result 
this appeal must be allowed, and judgment be entered for the plaintiffs 
for the sums of £80 and £182 10s. in their claim, and also for the plaintiffs — 
on the counterclaim, subject to the issue whether the discharge of Ze ~ 
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Highland Heather and The Highland Enterprise, and in consequence their 
arrival at the plaintiffs’ factory was delayed by strikes, and the consequent 
congestion of shipping, as claimed by the defendants. And that this 
House declare that the said issue not having been decided either by 
Channell, J., or the Court of Appeal, or by this House, remains to be 
decided in this action, and that the aforesaid judgment be, if necessary, 
altered accordingly. And that respondents pay to appellants their costs 
here and below, subject to any order that might be made by the court 
determining the issue left undetermined by this House for costs arising in 
consequence of such issue. 

Lords Hatsnury, Macnacuten, and Arxrnson concurred.—Covunset, 
Isaacs, K.C., Atkin, K.C., and Leslie Scott; J. A. Hamilton, K.C., Horridge, 
K.C., and Maurice Hill. Soxicrrors, Charles Russell § Co., for Lightbound, 
Owen, & McIvor, Liverpool; Rawle, Johnstone, § Co., for Hill, Dickinson, 
§ Co., Liverpool. 

[Reported by Ersxine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 


TATE v. FULLBROOK. No.1. 14th Feb. 


Coryricut —‘* Dramatic Piece’? — INFRINGEMENT — DIssIMILARITY IN 
Worps —Simmariry in CHARACTERS AND Maks-up—Dramatic Copy- 
rnicut Act, 1833 (3 & 4 Wit. 4, c. 15), s. 1—Coryrignt Act, 1842 
(5 & 6 Vicr. c. 45), 8. 2. 

A ‘‘ dramatic piece,”’ within the meaning of section 1 of the Dramatic Copy- 
right Act, 1833, must be one which is capable of being printed and published. 
Mere stage situations, scenic effects, make-up, and gestures without words are not 
the subject-matter of protection under those Acts. Where the words of two 
dramatic pieces are materially similar, then the stage situations, scenic effects, 
staye gestures, and make-up may be considered so as to see if one piece is an 
infringement of the other. 

Appeal by the defendant from the judgment of Phillimore, J. The 
action was brought by a comedian, named Harry Tate, against another 
comedian, named William Fallbrook, for an injunction to restrain him 
from producing a ‘dramatic piece called “‘ Astronomy,’’ so as to be a 
colourable imitation of the plaintiff's dramatic piece called ‘‘ Motoring 
or the Motorist.’’ It was not alleged that there was any similarity between 
the words of the two pieces or ‘‘ sketches,’’ as they were called, but the 
plaintiff relied upon points of resemblance between the representation of 
the two sketches, such as similarity of make-up and of facial and other 
gestures, there being in both a schoolboy dressed like an Eton boy, a 
policeman, and a tramp, and a cracker being exploded under a person’s 
foot in both pieces. It appeared from the evidence that the plaintiff's 
sketch was written by a person named Pink, who was a music hall sketch- 
writer, the ideas and dramatic situations in the ee being suggested to 
him by the plaintiff, Pink stating in his evidence that he merely clothed the 
skeleton, though he spoke of the sketch as ‘‘ my play.’’ Phillimore, J., 
held that a ‘‘ dramatic piece ’’ within section 1 of the Dramatic Copyright 
Act, 1833, and section 2 of the Copyright Act, 1842, might exist without 
words and might be entitled to protection, and that an idea or plot taken 
together with the manual and physical actions might be a dramatic piece, 
and that the plaintiff's sketch was a dramatic piece ; that the plaintiff was 
the ‘‘ author” of the sketch within section 1 of the Dramatic Copyright 
Act, 1833; and that the defendant’s sketch was an infringement of the 
plaintiff’s rights. He accordingly granted an injunction restraining the 
defendant from producing ‘‘ Astronomy ’”’ in such a way as to infringe 
the plaintiff’s rights in ‘‘ Motoring or the Motorist.’”” The defendant 
appealed. 

Tur Court (Vavenan Wittrams, Farwett, and Kennepy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Vavuecuan Wittiams, L.J., said that if he had had to decide the question 
originally whether the plaintiff was the ‘‘ author ’’ of the sketch ‘* Motor- 
ing or the Motorist,’’ he would, upon the evidence, probably have come to 
the conclusion that Pink, and not the plaintiff, was the ‘‘author.” He 
had great doubt whether the finding of the learned judge upon this point 
was correct, Having stated that doubt, he passed on to the Dramatic 
Copyright Act, 1833. In his opinion, the preamble to that Act and 
section 1 shewed that the subject-matter of the protection afforded by the 
Act was a composition which, though not printed and published, was 
capable of being printed and published—was capable, that was to say, of 
being made into a book. Therefore the subject-matter in which the 
author acquired a aaa ow J under the Act was one which was capable of 
being printed and published. The learned judge had here held that 
certain things were the subject-matter of protection under the Act which 
were not the true subject-matter of protection—namely, imitation in 
make-up, facial and other gestures, and similarity in some of the charac- 
ters and incidents. If there were words capable of protection, and 
the question arose whether those words had been infringed by a similarity 
in other words, the dramatic surroundings must then be considered ; the 
words must be taken with the stage situations, scenic effects, and other 
matters, and then it must be considered whether there was such a 
similarity between the two plays as to lead to the conclusion that the 
defendant’s play was an infringement of the proprietary right of repre- 
sentation of the plaintiff's play. Here those matters were taken into 
consideration by the learned judge, where there was no similarity in the 
words. The learned judge was wrong in that. Judgment must therefore 

be entered for the defendant. - : 

Farwett and Kennepy, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, McCall, K.0., and 
R. W. Turner ; Hohler, K.0., and G. A. Scott. Sorscrrors, Burton, Yeates, 
§ Hart, for Tyrer, Kenion, Tyrer, § Simpson, Liverpool; Amery Parkes, 
Macklin, § Co. 


LAVALETTE v, RICHES & CO. No. 1. 13th Feb. 


Fravps, Starurg or—Acresment Nor To ng Perrormen Wirarx One 
Year — Tiwe or Perrormance Depucep rrom SvussECT-MATTER OF 
Conrract—29 Car, 2, c. 3, 8. 4. 


By an oral agreement the plaintiff! agreed to employ the defendants as his sole 
agents for the sale of a patented article until the patent should be sold to a com- 
pany. The patent had then eleven years to run. The patent was not sold toa 
company. The we & having terminated the agency, the defendants claimed 
damages for breath of the agreement. 

Held, that the agreement was not one which, upon ite face, was not to be 
performed within one year from the making thereof, and therefore section 4 of the 
Statute of Frauds did not apply. 

Appeal by the defendants from the judgment of Walton, J. The 
plaintiff claimed the balance of the price of goods sold and delivered. The 
claim was admitted, subject to the counterclaim. The defendants, in 
their vounterclaim, claimed damages for breach of an oral agreement, by 
which the plaintiff, who carried on business abroad, agreed to employ them 
as his sole agents for the sale in the United Kingdom of his patent 
magneto igniters until the patent should be sold to a company. The 
patent had, at the time when the contract was made, eleven years to run. 
The plaintiff pleaded that there was no memorandum or note in writing 
of the agreement sufficient to satisfy section 4 of the Statute of Frauds. 
The action was tried with a jury, who found that the agreement was as 
stated in the counterclaim—namely, that the plaintiff would employ the 
defendants as the sole agents for the sale of his patent igniters in the 
United Kingdom until the patent should be sold to a company, and they 
assessed the damages at £750. The learned judge h the case upon 
further consideration, and held that, as the patent had more than a yéar 
to run at the time of the agreement, and there being no note or memo- 
randum in writing of the agreement to satisfy section 4 of the Statute of 
Frauds, the agreement was not enforceable. He accordingly gave judg- 
ment on the counterclaim for the plaintiff. The defendants appealed. 

Tae Court (VavcHan WituiamMs, Farwett, and Kennepy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Vavoenan Wiis, L.J., said that if there was an agreement which 
upon its face, or in the actual terms in which it was made, specified a time 
for its performance exceeding a year from the making thereof, then 
section 4 of the Statute of Frauds applied, and none the less because there 
might be a defeasance stipulation in the agreement under which the 
agreement might be terminated within one year. It was not sufficient 
that it could be deduced from the subject-matter of the agreement—in 
this case the patent—that the time for performance of the agreement was 
to extend beyond one year. To bring the case within the statute there 
must be an express stipulation on the face of the agreement that the time 
for performance was to extend beyond the year. In the present case there 
was no time for its performance exceeding one year stipulated for on the 
face of the agreement or in the actual terms in which it was made. The 
patent might have been sold to a company within the year, and therefore 
the agreement might have been performed within the year, and section 4 
of the Statute of Frauds did not apply. 

Farwett and Kennepy, LJJ., concurred.—Counser, Montague 
Lush, K.C., and A. H. Spokes; J. A. Hamilton, K.0., and Colam. 
So.icrrons, Waterhouse § Co. ; Adams § Co. 


Reported by W. F. Bazsy, Barrister-at-Law.! 


Re GLUEMAN. ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. JEFFERYS. No. 2. 
14th Feb, 


Execuror—Unop1sposep-or Restpve—Speciric Bequest —Equat Pecuniary 
Lecactes—BenericiaL Interest or Execurors, 


The rule that, when equal pecuniary legacies are given to executors, the pre- 
sumption is that they are not intended to take the residue beneficrally, does not 
apply if specific legacies of unequai value are given to the executors in addition to 
the equal pecuniary legacies. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Swinfen Eady, J. The case 
came on in the court below on a summons, which was taken out for a 
declaration that the defendant, as surviving executor of Leone Glukman, 
who died in 1881, was a trustee for the Crown of the residuary personal 
estate of the testator which was not disposed of by the will, and amounted 
to about £12,000. The testator left no wife or children, and, after an inquiry 
extending over twenty years, the master last year made a certificate that 
there was not sufficient evidence that there were any next-of-kin, the 
claims of no Tess than 166 persons who came forward as such ha been 
disallowed. The will named three executors, all of whom » and 
gave to each a legacy of £1,000. Io one of them, Cardenosa, were also 
given all the testator’s foreign decorations, and to another, Grece, a 
diamond ring, the gift of the Emperor of Russia, and a gold watch. The 
third, Jefferys, had no but the £1,000. Cardenosa having since died, 
Grece and Jefferys severed any joint tenancy they might have in the 
residue. Grece died in 1905, and his legal mal representatives were 
parties to the proceedings before Swinfen ih - The Executors Act, 
1830, did not apply in the absence of next-of-kin, and the question wes 
whether Jefferys and the estate of Grece could take the residue for their 
own benefit, or whether the Crown was entitled to it as bona vacantia. 
Swinfen Eady, J., was of opinion that inasmuch as a part —— to the 
executors equally of that which would otherwise belong equally to them 
as undisposed-of residue, the gift of that part a the  aepen bo 
that they were to take the whole, and apy the survi executor 
must be declared a trustee for the Crown. Jefferys appealed. 

Tur Covrr (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Fiercuer Moviron and Bucxiay, 





[Reported by W. F. Barnry, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—The testator Leone Glukman died leaving no 


next-of-kin. By his will he made no disposition of his residuary personal 
estate. He appointed three executors, to each of whom he gave a legacy 


of £1,000, and he also made a specific bequest in favour of two of the 
three executors, but no similar bequest in favour of the third. Under 
these circumstances Swinfen Eady, J., held that the executors did noi 
take the residue beneficially, but were trustees for the Crown. From this 
decision the executors have appealed. ‘The case is not affected by the 
Executors Act, 1830. It is governed by the old law. I do not think the 
old law can be better stated than it was by Kindersley, V.C., in Dacr 
v. Patrickson (1 Dr. & Sm., p. 182 “The rule irrespectively of the 
statute is clear. The appointment of executors is a gift to them of the 
personal estate, and a court of equity will not deprive them of the beneficial 
interest unless it sees that a strong and violent presumption arises from the 
will that the intention of the testator was that the executors should not 
virtute oficii take the personalty, and if there is that violent presumption, 
then a court of equity holds the executors trustees for the next-of-kin. 
There have been a considerable number of cases in which the question has 
been, What circumstances afford a violent presumption? Among others, it 
has been held that, if a legacy is given to the executor, that affords the 
necessary presumption. Soif there are two executors and there are equal 
legacies given to them, but if there are two executors and unequal legacies 
are given to them, that does not raise a violent presumption. The 
question, therefore, is whether, on the face of it, this will shews a strong 
presumption that the executor shall not take.’’ There is no great difficulty 
in understanding the reasoning by which this result was reached in the case of 
a sole executor, for it is unreasonable to give a man a part if he is by the 
same instrument to take the whole beneficially. The extension to the case 
of two or more executors is more difficult to justify, for there is no 
necessary inconsistency between separate legacies to each of the executors 
and a gift of the residue to the executors jointly. But this must be taken 
as settled law. ‘The original doctrine applied equally whether the legacy 
to a sole executor was specific or pecuniary, aud in the case of several 
executors I see no reason why it should not apply if the specific bequests 
are equal, as, for instance, ‘‘a gift of one half of my London and North- 
Western Railway Stock to one executor and a gift of the other half to the 
otber executor.’? But when once you get inequality, whether in respect 
of pecuniary legacies or in respect of specific legacies, there is not 
sufficient to deprive the executors of their legal title to the residue or 
to hold that they do not take the residue beneficially. I do not think it 
necessary to discuss the details of many old authorities which were cited 
tous. Itis admitted that there is no authority precisely in point, but I 
have arrived at the conclusion that this is a case in which the executors 
take under the will unequal gifts by way of legacies, and that being so, 
there is no presumption sufficient to rebut or to destroy their legal title. 
In my opinion, the judgment of Swinfen Eady, J., was wrong, and this 
appeal must be allowed. 

Fietcner Movtron, L.J., agreed with the judgment delivered by the 
Master of the Rolls. 

Bucxuey, L.J., also delivered judgment allowing the appeal.—Counse., 
Cassel, K.C., and Coldridge; Sir W. Robson, A.G., and George Lawrence. 
Soxicirons, Stanley, Woodhouse, §& Hedderwi 

[Reported by J. I, Srratine, 


v. SPIERS & POND (LIM.). No. 2. lith Feb. 


EARNINGS 
98), ScHEDULE, 


; Solicitor to the Treasury. 


jarrister-at-Law. 


PENN 


Master anv Servant— Workmen's Compensation — 
Workmen's Comrensation Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, ¢. 
CLAUSES 1 AND 2. 

Where employment as of such a nature that the hahiiua 
tips is open and notorious and sanctioned by the employer, in ealeulating the 
compensation payable under clauses 1 and 2 of the Schedule to the Workmen's 
Compensation Act, 1906, money thus received by the workman ought to be taken 
into consideration as part of his weekly earninigs. 

This was an appeal from a decision of the late Judge Arthur Russell, 
sitting at the Wandsworth County Court. The facts were as follows: 
The deceased, a young man of about twenty years of age, was employed 
by the defendants asa waiter on a restaurant car running on the London 
and South-Western Railway. The pay given him by the defendants was 
12s. 6d. a week and three meals a day, which had been admitted for the 
purposes of this case as worth about another 12s. 6d. a week; the deceased 
also received gratuities and ‘‘ tips’’ from passengers using the restaurant 
car, which he was allowed to keep, and which averaged in his case from 
10s. to 12s. weekly. While in the employment of the defendants the 
deceased met with an accident which proved fatal. There was no question 
as to the liability of the defendants to pay compensation to a dependant of 
the deceased ; the only question raised was the proper basis upon which it 
was to be calculated. ‘he county court judge declined to take the tips 
into consideration, and assessed the compensation on the basis that the 
weekly earnings of the deceased were 25s. for pay and food. The 
dependant appealed. 

Tne Covrt (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., 
L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-Hanpy, M.R., delivered the following judgment of the court: 
This is an appeal against an’ award of his Honour Judge Russell, and it 
raises an important question as to the circumstances, if any, in which tips 
or gratuities ought to be brought into account in considering the ‘‘ earn- 
ings ’’ of a deceased workman. ‘The material facts may be shortly stated : 
The deceased was employed by Spiers & Pond as a waiter on a 
restaurant car run on the London and South-Western Railway Co.’s 
line. He met with a fatal accident at Clapham Junction. The liability of 


-Tivs— 


giving and receivina of 


and Fiercner Moviton and Bucktey, 


equivalent to another 12s. 6d. ‘Treating his earnings as 254. per week, 

Spiers & Pond paid iato court 156 times that weskly sum —tuat is, 

£195—as the compensation to which the dependaat of the deceased ig 

entitled, and the county court judge held that to be sufficient. It was 

proved that the deceased habitually received from customers whom he 

served certain tips, amounting on the average to from 103. to 12s. a week, 

A claim that regard should be had to these tips was rejected by the 

county court judge on two grounds—first, because ‘“* weekly earnings 
means earnings between employer and employé, and nobody else’’; and, 

secondly, eveu if the first point is not good, because the evidence did 
not shew any express and distinct bargain—as opposed to an implied 

bargain—that the employé should retain the tips in addition to his wages. 
fn our opinion, neither of these propositions can be supported. It has 
often been poiated out in this coart that the measure of compensation under 
the Act is not wages, but earnings. ‘This is conceded by the respondents, 

who admit that the value of the board must be taken into account. It is 
not every kind of earnings which can be taken into account. ‘They must 
be earnings in the employment. If the workman by the exercise of his 
talents during his leisure hours, as, say, a conjurer or a musician, gains 
money, the money thus gained will increase his income, but not his 
‘‘earnings’’ within the Act, ‘* Earnings in the employment” do not 
always come from the employer. It is common knowledge that there are 
many classes of employés whose remuneration is derived largely from 
strangers. A hall porter at an hotel and a driver of a postchaise are 
sufficient illustrations. It would be absurd to say that the money received 
from the hotel-keeper or the postmaster alone represents the rate per 
week at which the workman was being remunerated. ‘The 4d. per mile to 
the postboy or driver is clearly part of his remuneration. We can see no 
ground for insisting upon an express or direct contract in this sense, that 
it must be proved that the workman said before he was engaged that he 
would only accept the wages offered on the express condition that he should 
be allowed to retain the tips. It is, at any rate, sufficient if the court finds 
that it was an implied term of the contract, and that both parties con- 
tracted on that footing. To avoid misconception, we desire to state that 
nothing in this judgment extends to tips or gratuities («) which are illicit ; 
(4) which involve or encourage a neglect or breach of duty on the part of the 
recipient to his employer ; or (¢) which are casual and sporadic and trivial in 
amount. But where the employment is of such nature that the habitual giving 
and receiving of tips is open and notorious, and sanctioned by the employer, 
so that he could not complain of the retention by the servant of the money 
thus received, we think the money thus received with his knowledge and 
approval ought to be brought into account in estimating the average 
weekly earnings. Assuming the principle thus indicated to be sound, it is 
impossible to doubt that the employment of the deceased as a waiter in a 
restaurant car was of the class lastly described. It is notorious that tips 
are given to waiters, and the employers could not pretend to be ignorant 
of the custom. They must have known that the deceased would receive, 
and, so far as they were concerned, they must be taken to have agreed 
that he should receive, tips from customers in addition to his cash wages. 
In short, it was an implied term of the contract of employment that these 
tips should be part of his earnings in his employment, and by virtue of his 
employment. ‘The case must go back to the county court judge to 
compute or estimate, as best he can, what amount ought to be allowed in 
respect of these tips. ‘lhe respondents must pay the appellant’s costs of 
this appeal, and also the costs in the county court since the payment into 
court of the £195, and the costs deducted out of the £195 must be 
refunded.—Counse., C. A. Russell, K.C., Drysdale Woodcock, and G. C. 
O Gorman ; Powell, K.C., aud F. Mellor. Soxscrronxs, Charles May ; William 
Hurd § Sons. 

| Reported by J, I. Srincine, Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re WALKER. MocCOLL v. BRUCE. Joyce, J. 11th and 30th Jan. ; 
4th Feb. 


Power or AvrotntmMent—Derrrcrive Execurion—‘* Witt or Conic to 
pe Arrestep nY Two Wrrnesses’’—Unarrestep Scorcn Hotocrara 
Conic1i.—TesraMenTArY InstruMeNr—PexsonaL Properry—EaQuiraBLe 
Arip—Witts Act, 1837 (1 Vicr. c. 26), s. 10—Lorp Kinaspown’s Act 
(24 & 25 Vicr. c. 114). 

Mrs. H., domiciled in Scotiand, was the donee of a power of appointment in 
favour of such of her children as she should by her last will and testament in 
writing, or any codicil or codicils thereto, to be signed in the presence of and 
attested by two or more witnesses, appoint. By a will duly executed according to 
English law she appointed among three of her children. By a subsequent codicil 
in holograph form, but unattested, she altered the appointment by the will so as to 
include other children. The will and codicil were proved in England. 

Held, that the codicils was a good testamentary disposition by Scotch law, that 
the appointinent by the will was not expressly revoked, and that in the circumstances 
the defective execution of the power would be aided by the court. 


Mrs. Caroline Walker, who died on the 23rd of October, 187s, by hef 
will, dated January, 1872, left one-fifth of her residuary e-tate to her 
daughter Mrs. Caroline Hester Hebden for life, and after her death for 
all or any of her chiidren, born or to be born, as she by her ‘ast will and 
testament in writing, or any codicil or codicils thereto, to be signed in 
the presence of and attested by two or more witnesses, should at any 
time or times after Mrs. Walker’s decease, and whether c..vert or sole, 
direct or appoint, and in default of and so far as no such direction of 





Spiers & Pond was not disputed. His cash wages were 12s, 6d. per 
week, and he was entitled to his meals on board, which was taken as 





appointment should extend for her children in equal shares, as thereby 
declared. Mrs. Hebden had three daughters and three sous. By a will 
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dated the 29th of May, 1882, Mrs. Hebden appointed the said fifth 
share amoog her three daughters to the exclusion of her sons. Tis will 
was executed in English form. By a holograph but unattested codicil of 
the 30th of May, 1892 (which was good as a testamentary instrument in 
Scotland), Mrs. Hebden divided the fifth share, then represented by a sum 
of £9,868 18s. 5d., so as to give to each daughter £2,623, and £500 to each 
of her sons, and £500 to a granddaughter, which last gift was afterwards 
cancelled. By a codicil, dated the 11th of February, 1903, she cancelled 
the gift of £500 to one of her sons who had died. Mes. Hebden died a 
domiciled Scotswoman on the 2nd of February, 1906, and the will and 
codicils were proved in the Principal Registry of the Probate Division on 
the 17th of April, 1907. The question arose whether the holograph 
codicil was—(a) an effective revocation of Mrs. Hebden’s will of 1882; 
(6) an effective appointment under Mrs. Walker's will. Adjourned 
summons. 

Joycx, J.—It was ultimately admitted in the course of the argument in 
this case that the testatrix, Mrs. Hebden, was domiciled in Scotland, where 
she resided and executed the codicil, the effect of which is in question, 
and such codicil is perfectly valid according to Scotch law, and has been 
also proved in England. In the circumstances the 10th section of the 
Wills Act, 1837, which does not extend to Scotland, has no application to 
this case, and the codicil having been recognized as a perfectly valid 
testamentary instrument in this country by the Probate Division is 
capable of operating as an execution of a power of appointment by will 
over personal estate, and there is no necessity to call in aid any of the 
provisions of Lord Kingsdown's Act, as was decided in the case of Re Price 
(1900, 1 Ch. 442). ‘I'he codicil, however, was not signed in the presence 
of or attested by two witnesses as required by the terms of the power, but 
the defective execution in this respect can be remedied according to the 
established rule in equity for such persons and in such circumstances, 
according to the principles of courts of equity to aid the defective 
execution of a power. For the terms and effect of the codicil I can only 
look at the English probate. There I do not find any express revocation 
of the appointment duly made by the will, and consequently the codicil 
does not revoke the disposition by way of appoiutment made by the will, 
except to the extent to which the appointment made in the codicil effectively 
interferes with the dispositions of the will: Duguid v. Fraser (31 Ch. D. 449). 
The will having appointed to the three daughters the whole fund, sub- 
ject to the power, the testatrix by the unattested codicil gave out of the 
fand £500 to her son Harry (this, however, being cancelled later and 
restored to the daughters), and she also gave similarly £500 to each of 
her sons Frederick and Arthur, they not having otherwise any provision 
out of the fund, subject to the power. Ia favour of these two last named 
sons, therefore, the defective execution of the unattested codicil will be 
aided by a court of equity: see Morse v. Martin (34 B, 500), which case is 
as stated in Farwell on Powers (2 ed., p. 341), the marginal note in Beavan 
being imperfect if not inaccurate. Consequently, Frederick and Arthur 
Hebden each take £500, and the rest goes to the daughters.—Counset, 
Hughes, K.C., and Mackay; Norton, K.C., and Quin; Younger, K.C. ; 
Sheldon ; Charles J, Mathew ; Vaughan Hawkins. Soxicrrors, Clayton, Sons, § 
Fargus ; Farrer § Co. ; Sutton, Ommanney, § Rendall. 


[Reported by A. 8. Orrt, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 

CITY OF LONDON ELECTRIC SUPPLY CO. v. PERKINS. Div. Court. 
12th Feb. 

Execrric Ligntrne—Locat Avtrnorrry—Boxes mm Srreer—Norice ro 


Disrxicr Suxvevorn—Lonpon Buitpinc Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 
coxut.), 8 145. 





Where a limited company is granted powers under a provisional order, confirmed 
by statute, to supply electric light and energy, and under the provisions of that 
order seeks to construct in a strect boxes for the purpose of repairing or, if 
necessary, renewing the electric wires, such boxes are buildings, structures, or 
works within section 145 of the London Building Act, 1894, and a notice under 
that section must be served on the district surveyor before they are commenced. 

Whitechapel Board of Works v. Crow (84 L. 7. 595) followed. 


Case stated by a metropolitan police magistrate. The appellants, a 
limited liability company, carry on the business of supplying electric light 
and energy under powers granted by the City of London (Northern Exten- 
sions) Electric Lighting Order, 1897, and the Act of 60 & 61 Vict. c. clxii. 
contirming the same. ‘The respondent was the interim district surveyor 
of the Borough of Holborn, and he caused the appellants to be summoned 
for beginning to execute a work, to wit, a street box, before giving two 
clear days’ notice as required by section 145 of the London Building Act, 
1894. ‘The magistrate held that he was bound by the decision in Charing 
Cross and Strand Electric Co. v. Woodthorpe (88 L. 'T. 772), and convicted the 
appellants, but consented to state this case. The ground of the appeal 
Was that this inspection box was not a building, structure, or work within 
section 145 of the London Building Act, 1894, which Act was not intended 
to apply to small things of this kind, any more than toa plug put into 
the pavement by a water company, and London County Council v. Schewzik 
(1905, 2 K. B. 695) was relied on. It was also for this reason, it was 
orn? distinguishable from Whitechapel Board of Works v. Crow 
84 L. T. 595). 

Lord Atverstone, O.J., in giving judgment, said that the thing here 
was very similar to the structure in question in the Charing Cross and 
Stand Electric Co.’s case, only that ic was smaller. It was used for 


failed to furnish a supply. 





the purpose of repairing or, if necessary, renewing the appellants’ electric 
cables, and was constructed below the footway, with brick walls, and had 
an iron and concrete lid. The thing measured internally twenty-seven 
inches both in length and width, and thirty inches in depth from the level 
of the surface of the footway. He agreed with the magistrate that 
this case was governed by the Charing Cross case. But there was another 
point which required consideration. It was said that previously to the 
construction of this street box the appellants had duly served the notices 
required by section 13 of the order upon the Postmaster-General,* the 
Holborn Borough Council, and the London County Couneil, and it was 
contended that 15 was unnecessary to give notice to the district surveyor. 
It had been laid down that the Legislature advisedly intended that the 
work done under these electric lighting Acts should be under the same 
authority that was entrusted with the nar gan | of all building works of 
the district, and it was clear to his mind that there might be particular 
public interests of which the county council were the proper aud peculiar 
guardians. He was woaable to see anv reason justifying him in dis- 
tinguishing this case from either the Whitechapel case or the Charing Cross 
case. The appeal must therefore be dismissed. 

A. T. Lawaence and Surron, JJ., concurred.—Oounset, Danckwerts, 
K.C., and Simon; Avory, K.C., and R. 0. B. Lane. Soricrrons, Sydney 
Morse ; C. V. Young § Cowper. 

[Reported by Exsxine Reip, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BOURNE & HOLLINGSWORTH v. 8ST. MARYLEBONE BOROUGH 
COUNCIL. Ridley, J. 11th Feb. 


Evecrric Ligur — Loca Avrnorrry — Corxroration — Unpertakers— 
Conrract to Surpty—Wanr or Seatr—Damaces on Penarry—Sr. 
Maryienone Evecrerc Licgurincg Orver, 1901—Execrar Lieutine 
Oxpver Conrimmation (No. 1) Act, 1901-1 Eb. 7, c. cxxxvu. 


The defendants agreed, partly by correspondence and partly verbally, to supply 
electric light at a 240 voltage to new premises which the plaintiffs were then 
erecting by a certain date. On farth of this undertaking the plaintiffs put ina 
suitable installation, but when the day came to open the premises the defendants 
The plaintiffs thereupon sued for damages for breach 
of contract, 

Held, that, although the contracts relied on were not under seal, the action was 
maintainable, and, further, that the p/aintiffs’ claim was not limited to a penalty 
of A0s. a day recoverable only in a court of summary jurisdiction, 


Action to recover damages for breach of contract tried before Ridley, J., 
and a special jury. The jury answered certain questions left to them in 
favour of the plaintiffs, aud upon these findings of the jury the questions 
of law were argued and judgment reserved. 

Ruoey, J., in the course of his judgment said the plaintiffs were a firm 
of drapers in Oxford-street. They were, in 1905, extending their 
premises by taking in two or three houses at the rear in Berners-street. 
They brought this action against the defendants, sued as the undertakers 
under statutory authority for the supply of electric lighting in their 
district, for breach of a contract, partly verbal and partly in writing, to 
supply to their new premises electric light at a voltage of 240 by the first 
week in September, 1905; and, further, for breach of another subsidiary 
contract by which, on the defendants’ failure to perform the first con- 
tract, they agreed to supply light at a voltage of 200 in two days. The 
defendants denied the making of the contracts and that the persons who 
made them had authority to enter into them on their behalf; and they 
further pleaded (1) that the contracts (if made) were not under the seal of 
the corporation, and were therefore not binding upon them; (2) that the 
alleged contracts were not within the power or capacity of the 
corporation, and were therefore void; and (3) that by section 26 of 


the St. Marylebone Electric Lighting Order, 1901 (which was 
confirmed by the Electric Lightiog Order Confirmation (No. 1) 


Act, 1901 (1 Ed. 7, c. exxxvii.) the only liability, if any, imposed 
upon them for the alleged breaches of contract was a penalty not 
exceeding 40s. per day, recoverable in a court of summary jurisdiction. 
Clause 26 of the Provisional Order of 1901 enacted that ‘‘ whenever the 
undertakers make default in supplying energy to any owner or occupier of 
premises to whom they may be and are reqaired to supply energy under 
this order they shall be liable to a penalty not exceeding 403. in respect of 
every such default for each day on which any such default occurs.”” The 
plaintiffs in 1905 were preparing to enlarge their shop premises, and had 
previously received notice to the effect that the defendants had decided to 
alter the voltage at which the current was supplied from 200 to 240. The 
plaintiffs intended to open their new premises in September, 105, and 
they wrote to ascertain from the defendants whether the new current could 
be supplied by then, for if it could it would be unnecessary to instal the 
existing current at 200 voltage, while, on the other hand, the expense of 
the change would be saved the defendants. They received a reply to the 
effect that the defendants anticipated to be able to supply the 240 volts 
current during the first week in September, and subsequently in June they 
were informed that this could be promised with practical certainty. The 
plaintiffs thereupon proceeded with an installation suitab'e only for a 240 
voltage. The defendants found when the time came that they could not 
supply a 240 voltage, and it was not until the 3rd of October that this 
voltage was supplied. On the 19th of September there was another 
interview at which Mr. Wilkinson, who represented the defendants, was 
proved to have said that he would supply the plaintiffs with a current at 
200 from the cable in Berners-street in two days if they would cut one arc 
lamp off each circuit. ‘The plaintiffs altered their installation accordingly, 
but the current was not supplied. For the breach of these two gg 
contracts the action was brought, the damages being agreed at £500. ‘T 

jury found that the alleged contracts entered into in June and September 
by the representatives of the defendants and the plaintiffs had been proved, 


282 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





Feb. 22, 1908, 














SS 


and the question of law was then argued as to whether the contracts not 
being under the seal of the defendants they could be enforced. The 

laintiffs relied on Lawford v. Billericay Rural Council (1903, 1 K. B. 772), 
in which the judgment of Wightman, J., in Clarke v. Cuckfield Union 
(21 L. J. Q. B. 349) was approved and followed. His lordship came to 
the conclusion that this was not an action for the breach of a statutory 
obligation, but one based on breach of an alleged contract. He therefore 
held that the case was not within the penalty clause. It followed that, the 
contract having been proved and the breach, the plaintiffs were entitled to 
£500, the amount of the agreed damages with costs, but a stay of execution 
Was granted by consent upon the usual solicitors’ undertaking to repay the 
costs, Judgment for the plaintiffs.—Covnsrt, Lush, K.C., and J. D. 
Crawford ; Shearman, K.C., and MeCardie. Soxscrrors, Banister § Reynolds ; 
Sharpe, Parker, § Co. 

[Reported by Ensxixe Rern, Barrister-at-Law. | 


CRUMP v. LEWIS. Div. Court. 11th Feb. 


UnempLorep Worxmen Act, 1905—Reocrstrar Encacep AND Patp ny A 
Distress Commirrer—Commitrer or THE CouncitL—DIsquaLIFICATION OF 
Mempers To Vote—Penatty—Locat Government Act, 1894. 


By the Unemployed Workmen Act, 1905, a distress committee can be appointed. 

Held, that those members of a distress committee appointed by the council are 
themselves a committee of the council, and, therefore, a registrar who was thus 
appointed, being a paid officer of the committee, was disqualified from voting. 


Case stated by two justices of the petty sessional division of the Half 
Hundred of Beacontree, Essex. An information was laid by the appel- 
lant G. W. Crump under the Local Government Act, 1894, against the 
respondent T. T. Lewis, alleging that the latter was liable to penalties for 
voting as a member of the Walthamstow Urban District Council whilst he 
held a paid office under that body, to wit, the office of a registrar or 
inquiry agent for the purposes of the Unemployed Workmen Act, 1905, 
at a weekly salary of £1 10s. Under the above Act of 1905 the Waltham- 
stow Council appointed a committee to discharge certain duties, the funds 
which the committee dealt with being raised partly by voluntary subscrip- 
tions and partly by grants from the council. The cost of keeping the 
registers and other establishment charges were borne by the council. The 
respondent was appointed a registrar on the 4th of December, 1906, and 
held that position till the 25th of April, 1907. He resigned on the latter 
date as soon as he heard that there was an objection raised as to the 
legality of his voting on the council. On the matter coming before the 
magistrates at Beacontree they dismissed the information on the ground 
that as the committee consisted not only of members of the council, but of 
co-opted members and members of the board of guardians, it was not a 
committee of the council, and Lewis was not therefore a paid official of 
that body. In support of the appeal it was contended that the magistrates 
had come to a wrong decision, as the statute from beginning to end 
spoke of the committee as a council committee, and as the council 
provided a portion of the funds in the public interest, the provisions of 
the Local Government Act, 1894, should be upheld. The respondent, 
who appeared in person, submitted that the justices had come to a right 
decision. 

Lord Atverstone, C.J., eaid the respondent was holding a paid office 
under the district council, and there was no doubt that the committee at 
which he voted was a committee of the council. In the Act of 1905 the 
distress committee was treated as being a committee of the council, and 
the funds for the payment of its officers were provided by the council. 
The intention of the Legislature was to give protection from the mischief 
of persons who might be thought to have an interest, acting as members 
of the employing body. The decision of the magistrates ought, therefore, 
to have been that the respondent was disqualified. As Mr. Lewis, how- 
ever, appeared to have acted in good faith there would be nocosts. The 
appeal would be allowed, and the case remitted to the magistrates for the 
imposition of a nominal penalty. 

A. T. Lawrence and Sutton, JJ., gave judgment to the like effect. 
Appeal allowed and case remitted accordingly.—CounseL, Thornton Lawes 
and G. Borwick. Soxsciror, C. 7. Wilkinson. 


[Reported by Ersxixe Rew, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


WILSON v. STEVENS. Joyce, J. 13th and 15th Feb. 


Practice — Motion to Reinstate Action ror HearinG—AsseNnce oF 
Derenpant—Rerriat or Issues Invotvinc Mora Responsisitiry ONLY 
Wrrnovur Arrsectinc Leoat Lianiiry. 


A case properly heard and tried will not be reinstated for trial where the party 
applying could have attended at the hearing, and only seeks to clear himself from 
blame without disputing any legal lability. 


The defendant, Francis Hewitt Stevens, was the junior partner in the 
firm of C. R. & F. H. Stevens, against whom Mrs. Annie Laing Stevens 
recently brought an action for negligence and breach of duty as fiduciary 
agents, in which an order was made by Joyce, J., on the 11th inst. against 
the above-named firm for an account, delivery, and taxation of all bills of 
costs, and an immediate order for payment seven days after the service of 
certain sums due to the plaintiff. From his affidavit upon the present 
application it appeared that the defendant had delivered a defence, and 
intended to be present at the trial of the above-mentioned action, but 
owing to certain information received by him he did not study the cause 
lists, and only saw that the case was in the list between 11 and 11.30 a.m 








of the same morning, when he was in Gravesend. The case was over 
1.15 p.m., when he arrived at the court. The share of Mr. F. H. Steveng 
in the firm was a one-twelfth share only, and since 1898 he had been 
exclusively engaged in the Gravesend business of the firm, and knew 
nothing of the transactions between the plaintiff, Mrs. Wilson, and 
C. R. Stevens, except that before and in 1894 he took some part in the 
litigation resulting in Mrs. Wilson’s title to her property being estab. 
lished. Mr. F. H. Stevens did not wish to dispute his legal liability, but 
only wished to be put on oath to clear himself from moral blame. Notice 
of motion had been served on the plaintiff, whose counsel was present. 
Joyce, J., said he could do nothing. The action was tried and properly 
heard in the absence of the defendants. The applicant should have known 
and attended. He was asked to reinstate this case for hearing, to try 
some issue relating solely to the moral responsibility of one of the parties, 
He refused to do this, and dismissed the motion with costs.—Counsm, 
S. R. Earle; E. W. Lavington. Soxscrrors, J. C. Jackson ; Albert A. Strong, 


[Reported by A. 8. Orrz, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
BARON v. BARON. Gorell Barnes, P. 23rd Jan. 
Divorce — JupicraL Separation — Crugtty — Responpent’s Svicrpat 
TENDENCIES—REASONABLE APPREHENSION OF DANGER TO PETITIONER— 
Decree. 


Where a husband had repeatedly attempted to commit suicide, and the medical 
evidence shewed a danger of his developing homicidal symptoms, the court granted 
the wife a judicial separation. 

A wife’s petition for a judicial separation on the ground of the 
respondent’s cruelty. It appeared that the parties were married in 1902, 
On two or three occasions the respondent had been guilty of violence in 
the petitioner’s presence, and had made use of threats and disgusting 
language, but the real grounds for the petition were that three times the 
respondent had attempted to commit suicide by cutting his throat. In con- 
sequence of this conduct the petitioner’s health had suffered, and she hada 
‘* reasonable apprehension ’’ that some day he would attack her. After the 
second attempt upon his life, the respondent had been confined in a private 
asylum for a few months, but on his release the petitioner rejoined him, 
They finally separated in September, 1906. The respondent made his 
third attempt to take his life in November, 1906. At the present time he 
was not under restraint. A medical witness stated that the respondent's 
conduct had had a bad effect upon the petitioner's health, and that there 
was a possibility of the respondent attacking her, although the witness had 
not heard that the respondent had previously done so. On behalf of the 
respondent it was contended that it was not legal cruelty to attempt to 
commit suicide, If it were, then in the present case the petitioner 
had condoned the offences by cohabitation, and the third attempt had 
taken place after the parties had separated. ‘The doctrine of ‘‘ reasonable 
apprehension ’’ could not be applied, otherwise every wife whose husband 
had been sent to prison, on account of his violence, or to an asylum would 
be entitled to a decree. It was urged for the petitioner that she required 
protection, and that the medical evidence justified her petition and shewed 
that there was “‘ a reasonable apprehension ”’ of injury to her health in the 
future. [GoreLt Barnes, P., referred to Hall v. Hall (3 Sw. & Tr. 347).] 
The present case was not one of insanity, but came within Russell v. 
Russell (44 W. R. 213; 1897, A. C. 395)—[Gorett Barnes, P.—That case 
had nothing to do with insanity.]—and was on all fours with Hanbury ¥. 
Hanbury (1892, P. 222). 

GoreLt Barnes, P.—I think the petitioner is entitled to a decree of 
judicial separation. I do not think it is necessary to examine the 
authorities to see what is the position in regard to complete insanity, or 
such insanity as would not in any case endanger the wife’s position, either 
with regard to her physical or mental health. Probably it would be 
found, and I have no doubt rightly so found, that if there is a case of 
permanent insanity the remedy of the wife would be to apply the pro- 
visions of the Lunacy Act, and also if there was a case of recur 
intermittent insanity in which there was no question of the safety of the 
wife, but only some misfortune on the part of the husband which 
rendered him liable to be full of all sorts of insane ideas, there 
again there would, in all probability, be nothing to entitle the wife to 
a decree. I do not agree that to decide this case against the respondent 
is to decide in every case of lunacy that a wife is entitled to a judicial 
separation. It must depend on the facts. The facts of this case are that 
the husband had manifested by his conduct towards his wife considerable 
animosity and considerable violence at a time when nobody was able t 
suggest that there was any ground for treating him as an insane person, 
or to confine him from exhibiting his conduct towards her. It is true om 
two occasions in 1905 he committed certain acts of violence towards 
himself, and again in 1906, but was not on the third occasion con 
but placed with his father, who undertook to look after him. After the 
second attempt for a short period he seems to have been confined in some 
asylum ; but at the other times he appears merely to have been in a state 
of uncontro)jled mental temper, if I may use that expression, and to have 
been since the time of the last attempt out and about and not under any 
restraint of the character which is found in an asylum. One cannot bring 
this case within any authority which shews that there are cases like it, bub 
it is a case in which, for the wife’s safety, it is necessary she should not be 
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violence on his part. It is an unfortunate case, bat I think it is one in 
which the husband must be subject to a decree of judicial separation oa 
behalf of his wife, with costs.—OounseL, Barnard, K.C., and H. Dobb ; 
W. Frampton and D. Cotes-Preedy. Soxicrrons, J. A. White; R. Barnes. 


[Reported by J. Harvey Murray, Barrister-at-Law.]) 
WILSON v. WILSON. 16th Jan. 


Divornce—Wire's Perrrion—Anvcttrery AND Desertion—Orper AGAINST 
Hussanp unperR Summary Jvurispicrion (Marriep Women) Act, 1895 
(58 & 59 Vicr. c. 39), ss. 4, 5, sus-secrion (a)—Errecr or Sucu 
Orper—Marrimonrat Causes Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85). 

Where a wife obtained a separation order under the Summary Jurisdiction 
(Married Women) Act, 1895, within two years from the time when her husband's 
desertion commenced, it was 

Held, that she could not, after the two years had elapsed, allege in @ petition 
for divorce that the respondent had deserted her without reasonable excuse for two 
years and upwards. 

Dodd v. Dodd (1906, P. 189) followed. 


A wife’s undefended petition for divorce on the ground of her husband’s 
adultery and desertion. It appeared that the parties were married on the 
28th of December, 1902. On the 29th of May, 1903, the respondent deserted 
the petitioner, whereupon she obtained a separation order from the justices 
on tne 29th of June of the same year, the ground being the respondent's 
desertion. He was ordered to make the petitioner an allowance. Subse- 
quently he became irregular in the payments under the order, and was dis- 
covered to be living with a woman named Waterhouse. In August, 1907, the 
respondent was committed to prison for two months in default of payment 
of the arrears under the order. It was submitted that the case was on all 
fours with that decided by Bucknill, J., in Failes v. Failes (1906, P. 326), 
and was distinguishable from Dodd v. Dodd (supra). Smith vy. Smith (1905, 
P. 249) and Drew v. Drew (13 P.D. 97) were also referred to. 

Gorett Barnes, P., said that he had considered the point raised very 
carefully in Dodd vy. Dodd (supra). Although that case was decided on the 
fact that the respondent had not deserted his wife, he had fully dealt with 
the principles applicable to such cases, and had expressed his views as to 
the effect of the Summary Jurisdiction (Married Women) Act, 1895. 
Those views he still adhered to, and, with all respect, could not agree with 
the decision in Fuiles v. Fuiles (supra), The effect of section 4 of the Act 
of 1895 was to provide that a separation order granted by the justices had 
the same effect as a decree of separation, with regard to putting an end to 
desertion. As regards the present case, he found the charge of adultery 
proved, and also the facts on which desertion depended prior to the order 
in 1903. As no amendment to obtain a judicial separation was asked for 
the petition was dismissed..-Counse., Sherwood. Souscitors, Ullilthorne, 
Currey, § Co., for A. J. Glover, Smethwick. 


{Reported by Diesy Cores-Paeepy, Barrister-at-Law. | 


New Orders, &c. 


County Courts, England and Wales. 


JUDGES AND DISTRICTS. 


Oxper or THE Lorp CHANCELLOR, DATED THE TWELFTH DAY OF Feprvuary, 
1908. 

Whereas it is provided by the County Courts Act, 1888, that the Lord 
Chancellor may from time to time direct that there shall be two judges of 
a district or districts, and that it shall be lawful for the Lord Chancellor 
from time to time to alter the distribution of the districts among the 
judges, and for that purpose to remove any judge from all or any of the 
districts of which he is the judge for the purpose of appointing him to any 
other district or districts, or to appoint any such judge to be the judge 
of any district or districts in addition to the district or districts of which 
he is the judge, or to direct that any judge shall sit as an additional judge 
in any district or districts : 

Now by virtue and in exercise of the powers in that behalf by the said 
Act or otherwise in me vested, I, the Right Honourable Robert Threshie, 
Baron Loreburn of Dumfries, Lord Higa Chancellor of Great Britain, do 
hereby order as follows: 

On and after the fourth day of May, 1908, the several judges of the 
County Courts mentioned in the first column of the Schedule hereto shail 
be judges or joint judges (as the case may be) of the districts of the 
several County Courts set opposite to their names respectively in the second 
column of the said Schedule: and on and after the said day all orders 
heretofore made appointing any of the said judges to be judges 
or joint judges of the districts of any County Courts other than those set 
Opposite to their names respectively in the second column of the said 
Schedule shall be revoked and annulled. 

Dated this twelfth day of February, 1908. 


Gorell Barnes, P, 








(Signed) Lorexurn, C. 
ScuEDULE. 
Circuit No. 9.—His Honour Judge Recrnatp Brown, K.C. Cheshire: 
Congleton and Sandbach, Hyde, Macclesfield, Nantwich and Crewe, 
Northwich and Winsford, Stockport. Lancashire: Ashton-under-Lyne 


and Stalybridge. Shropshire: Market Drayton, Whitchurch. 
Cirewt No. 17.—His Honour Judge Sir G. Suersron Baker, Baronet. 
Lincolnshire: Barton-on-Humber, Boston, Bourne, Brigg and Scunthorpe, 
Gainsborough, Grantham, Great Grimsby, Horncastle, Lincoln, Louth, 
Market Rasen and Caistor, Sleaford, Spalding, Spilsby. 
Girewit No, 20.—His Honour Judge W. Wi 


GHTMAN Woop. Leicester- 


shire: Ashby-de-la-Zouch, Hinckley, Leicester, Loughborough, Lutter- 
worth, Market Bosworth, Market Harborough, Melton Mowbray.’ Lincoln- 
shire: Stamford. Rutlandshire: Oakham, Uppingham. Warwickshire: 
Coventry, Nuneaton. 

Circuit No. 21.—His Honour Judge R. H..Ampnperr, K.C. Warwick- 
shire: Birmingham, Solihull. 

Circuit No. 22.—His Honour Judge R. W. Incuam. Warwickshire : 
Alcester, Stratford-on-Avon. Worcestershire: Bromsgrove, Droitwich, 
Dudley, Evesham, Kidderminster, Pershore, Redditch, Shipston-on-Stour, 
Stourbridge, Worcester. 

Cireuit No. 25.—His Honour Judge P. Howanrp Smrira. Staffordshire : 
Lichfield, Rugeley, Tamworth, Walsall, West Bromwich, Wolverhampton. 
Warwickshire ; Atherstone. 

Cirewst No. 26.—His Honour Judge A. H. Rurce, K.C. Staffordshire : 
Burslem, Cheadle, Hanley, Leek, Newcastle-under- Lyme, Stafford, Stoke- 
upon-Trent and Longton, Stone, Tunstall, Uttoxeter. And joint judge of 
—Warwickshire: Birmingham. 

Circuit No, 27.—His Honour Judge Grorcr Harris Lea. Herefordshire : 
Bromyard, Hereford, Ledbury, Leominster.. Shropshire: Bishops Castle, 
Bridgnorth, Cleobury Mortimer, Ludiow, Madeley, Newport, Shrewsbury, 
Wellington, Wem. Worcestershire : Great Malvern, Tenbury. 

Cirewit No. 28.—His Honour Judge Wiiu1am Evans. Brecknockshire : 
Builth, Hay. Cardiganshire: Aberystwith. COarparvonshire : Portmadoc 
and Festiniog, Pwllheli. Herefordshire : Kington. Merionethshire : Bala, 
Corwen, Doilgelley. Montgomeryshire: Lianfyllin, Llanidloes, Machyn- 
lleth, Newtown, Welshpool. Radnorshire : Knighton, Presteign, Rhayader 
and Liandrindod Wells. Shropshire : Oswestry. 

Circuit No. 32.—His Honour Judge James Muuucan, K.C. Cam - 
shire: Ely, March, Soham, Wisbech. Lincolnshire: Holbeach. Norfolk: 
Attleborough and Watton, Aylsham, Downham Market, East Dereham, 
Harleston, Holt, King’s Lynn, Little Walsingham and Fakenham, North 
Walsham, Norwich, Swaffham, Thetford, Wymondham. 

Circuit No. 33.—His Honour Judge H. Eanptey Witmor. Cambridge- 
shire: Newmarket. Norfolk: Great Yarmouth. Suffolk: Beccles and 
Bungay, Bury St. Edmunds, Diss and Eye, Framlingham and Saxmund- 
ham, Hadieigh, Halesworth, Haverhill, Ipswich, Lowestoft, Mildenhall, 
Stowmarket, Sudbury, Woodbridge and Felixstowe. 


Cirewit No. 35.—His Honour Judge ‘I. W. Wuexter, K.O, Bedford- 
shire: Bedford, Biggleswade, Leighton Buzzard, Luton. Buckingham- 
shire: Newport Pagnell. Cambridgeshire: Cambridge. : Saffron 


Walden. Hertfordshire: Bishop’s Stortford, Hitchin, Royston. Hunt- 
ingdonshire: Huntingdon, St. Neot’s. Northamptonshire: Oundle, 
Peterborough, T'hrapston, ‘Towcester. 

Circuit No. 36.—His Honour Judge Sir T. W. Sxacor, LL.D. Bedford- 
shire: Ampthill. Berkshire: Abingdon. Buckinghamshire: Buckingham. 
Northamptonshire: Brackley, Daventry, Kettering, Northampton, Weiling- 
borough. Oxfordshire: Banbury, Oxford and Bicester, Thame, Witney, 
Woodstock. Warwickshire: Rugby, Southam, Warwick. 

Circuit No. 45.—His Honour Judge Epwarp Harineron. Berkshire: 
Newbury, Reading. Surrey: Chertsey, Croydon, Epsom, Farnham and 
Aldershot, Guildford and Godalming, Kingston, Wandsworth. 

Circuit No. 52.—His Honour Judge A. Gwynne James. Berkshire: 
Faringdon, Hungerford, Wantage. Gloucestershire: Chipping Sodbury. 
Somersetshire: Bath, Frome, Temple Cloud and Midsomer Norton. 
Wiltshire : Bradford and Trowbridge, Calne, Chippenham, Devizes, Marl- 
borough, Melksham, Swindon, Warminster, Westbury. 

Circuit No. 53.—His Honour Judge A. B. Exticorr. Gloucester: 
Cheltenham, Cirencester, Dursley, Gloucester, Newent, Newnham, North- 
leach, Stow-on-the-Wold, Stroud, Tewkesbury, ‘Thornbury, Winchcomb. 
Oxfordshire: Chipping Norton. Wiltshire: Malmesbury. 

His Honour Judge Epwarp Bray, to be joint Judge of Middlesex: 
Bloomsbury, Bow, Brentford, Brompton, Clerkenwell, Edmonton, Mary- 
lebone, Shoreditch, Westminster, Whitechapel. Surrey: Lambeth, 
Southwark, Wandsworth. 








Societies. 


The Birmingham Law Society. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—Your committee have to report that the number of members 
as compared with last year shews an increase of five. Eighteen new 
members have been elected, four have resigned, four have ceased to be 
members by reason of non-payment of subscriptions, and five have died ; 
the number on the register on the 3lst of December, 1907, was 366. 
Twenty-one barristers have during the year subscribed for the privilege of 
using the library. Amongst those who tendered their resignations is Mr. 
E. R. Williams on his retirement from practice. Mr. Williams had been 
a member since 1862, and in resigning his membership accom it 
with expressions of good wishes for the society’s prosperity, which your 
committee reciprocated. - Amongst those who have died have to be 
included the names of Mr. Samuel Balden, who for many years served 
the society as a member of the committee, and Mr. lon Atkins, who acted 
as auditor in 1904, and whose premature decease has deprived the society 
of a member who might have rendered useful service in the future. In 
both instances your committee expressed their sympathy and condolence 
with the relatives. 

Library.—The number of books issued during the year has — reached 
the high figure of 15,519, and although a large number of the members 
have assisted the work of the librarian by entering at the library all books 

another borrower, 
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the members to make this a universal practice in order to facilitate the 
general convenience of the members. 

Birmingham Board of Legal Studies.—During the past year the formation 
of this board, as outlined in last year’s report, has been completed, and 
there has been instituted under its control a complete system of legal 
education for this district, particulars of which have been given to the 
members by circulars during the year. ‘The board consists of the officers 
and six members of the committee of this society and representatives of 
the Law Society, the Wolverhampton Law Society, the Birmingham 
University, and the Birmingham Law Students’ Society. Mr. H. C 
Pinsent has been elected the chairman of the board. Your committee are 
encouraged to believe, from the successful inauguration of the board, that 
legal education in this district will receive a decided impetus, and: they 
hope that with the cordial co-operation of the members of this society and 
solicitors in the districts round the system may be gradually extended 
and eventually become second to none in the provinces. Your committee 
have recently issued a circular t6 members reminding them that as these 
classes are established in the interest of the principal as well as the 
articled clerk, it is in their opinion right that the fees should be paid by 
the principal. This view was expressed by the committee soon after 
the establishment of the classes many years ago, and the committee, at the 
request of the Board of Legal Studies, took the opportunity of reminding 
the members of their obligation. 

Provincial Meeting of the Law Society, 1908.—Your committee are pleased 
to report that the Council of the Law Society have accepted the invitation 
which your committee gave in the name of this society to hold their 
annual provincial meeting for 1908 in Birmingham. ‘The dates of the 
meeting have been fixed forthe 28th, 20th, and 30th of September and the 
[st of October next. The last occasion when the annual provincial 
meeting of the Law Society was held in Birmingham was in 1896. It is 
intended to convene a meeting of solicitors in the district in the month of 
March for the purpose of electing a committee to make the necessary 
arrangements. 

Plans on Building Leases.—The attention of your committee has recently 
been drawn to the desirability of shewing upon plans endorsed on 
building leases the distance to one of the corners of roads intersecting the 
road where the land is situate, so that such laud can be properly identified. 
Your committee need hardly say that they strongly recommend the 
members to see that this is done. 

Free Conveyances.—The attention of your committee has been once again 
drawn to this subject on a question brought before the Associated Pro- 
vincial Law Societies by the Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Law Society, 
and your committee repeated their previously expressed opinion that it 
was undesirable that conditions of sale should be used which imposed 
upon purchasers the necessity of accepting a conveyance upon terms 
which involved the acceptance by the purchaser of the title without giving 
such purchaser a reasonable opportunity of taking advice as to the course 
which it would be well for such purchaser to adopt. Your committee 
referred to the following cases on the subject: Dougherty v. Oates (45 
Soxicrrors’ Journar, 119), White and Smith’s Contract (74 L. 'T. 377), and 
Hardwicke and Lipshi's Contracts (50 W.R. 20). The Council of the Law 
Society expressed the following opinion on the matter: ‘* While the 
council deprecate any condition of sale which abridges the right of a 
purchaser to employ his own solicitor, and consider wholly inadmissible 
any condition which obliges the purchaser to employ the vendor’s solicitor, 
they see no objection in cases in which the lots are numerous or of small 
value, or where there are other special circumstances, to a condition 
offering the purchaser a free conveyance, or a conveyance free of expense 
except stamp duty, on his agreeing to accept the vendor’s title without 
investigation, provided the purchaser is given a reasonable time after the 
signing of the contract within which to accept or refuse the offer.’ 


Obituary. 
Mr. W. H. Holl, K.C. 


The death is announced of Mr, William Haworth Holl, K.C , at the age 
of 84. He was called tothe bar in 1851, and joined the South-Kastern 
Circuit ; he was created Queen’s Counsel in 1877, and had, we believe, a 
good practice. He was appointed a County Court Judge of Circuit No. 1 
in 1884, but resigned some years since. 








Legal News. 
Appointments. 


Luioyp MorGan, K.C., 
Swansea, in the place of Sir 8S. T. Evans, K.C., M.P., resigned on appoint- 
ment as Solicitor-General. 


Mr. J. M.P., has been appointed Recorder of 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 

Francis Parkes and Cuartes Paney WiiiiMs, solicitors (Whitehouse, 
Etherington, & Co.), 48, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Feb.11. Each partner’s 
business will be carried on in the future separately, the said C. P. 
Williams alone practising as Whitehouse, Etherinyton, & Co. 

[ Gazette, Feb. 18. 





Information Required. 


Euiza Letitia Humuie, deceased.—'The above, who was the daughter of 
Dr. William Edward Humble, of Corfe Castle, died on the 22nd of 
November, 1899. It is believed she may have madea Will. Anyone who 
has any such willin his possession is requested to kindly communicate with 
Messrs. Sewell, Edwards & Nevill, of 35, Bucklersbury, London, E.C,, 
solicitors for the next-of-kin, 

Joan Witcox Rupp, Esq., deceased; Mrs. Jessie Love Cocksnorp 
(formerly Jessie Love Bell or Rudd), deceased.—John Wilcox Rudd wag 
the second son of Colonel John Rudd, of Ayr. On John Wilcox Rudd's 
marriage at Glasgow, on the 11th June, 153%, to Miss Jessie Love Bell, 
daughter of John [ell, Esq., merchant, of Paisley, a settlement ig 
believed to have been executed. After the death of John Wilcox Rudd, 
Mrs. Jessie Love Rudd was married at Edinburgh on the 26th July, 1849, 
to John Cockshott, Esqy., of London, an officer in H.M. Customs, 4 
settlement was executed on this marriage also. Information as to the 
present whereabouts of these two settlements is desired by Messrs, Moon, 
Gilks, & Moon, 15, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C., solicitors. 


General. 


The Solicitor-General was knighted on the 17th inst. 


On Tuesday Lord Justice Vaughan Williams announced that the Lord 
Chief Justice would preside in Court of Appeal No. 1 during the week 
beginning on Monday, the 2nd of March. 


One of the judges of the King’s Bench Division (Mr. Justice Bigham) 
saved a good deal of time on Friday, says a writer in the Dutly Telegraph, 
by calling all the new “ silks’’ within the bar simultaneously, instead of 
following the usual course of inviting each one to ‘‘ move”’ individually 
The resulting confusion was not altogether dignified. A sane reform 
would be the substitution of a single ceremonial in the court of the Lord 
Chief Justice for the present unmeaning procession to each of the courts 
occupied by a judge. 

The difficulties of an administration action in Utah were, says the 
Central Law Journal, recently demonstrated by the following questions 
propounded by the court to the perplexed legal representative of @ 
deceased polygamist: ‘‘ How many wives did your father have, Mr, 
Scott ?’’—** You've got me there, Judge. I have found five, but I’m 
told he had two or three more.’’ *‘ How many children did he have? ”— 
‘Well, I’ve rounded up sixty, your honour, but I believe there are some 
more scattered around the country.’’ 


Angry that his name should, without consent, be given to a pipe, Dr, 
Rioux, chief of the Pasteur Institute, says the Daily Mail, sued a firm of 
pipe manufacturers for £1,000 damages. It seeins that the defendants in 
1902 invented a new pipe, with a special smoke filter, and sent one to the 
doctor, requesting permission to call this invention the ‘‘ Dr, Roux’’ pipe, 
The doctor returned it without answer, and soon the ‘*‘ Dr. Roux’”’ pipe 
was advertised all over France. The defendants say that they took Dr, 
Roux's silence to signify consent; but the savant says that he never 
approved of the pipe and never gave his consent. He was astonished and 
indignant at seeing his name placarded all over France. 


Sir Edward Fry, presiding over the Central Poor Law Conference at ths 
Guildhall on Wednesday, says the Daily Mail, referred to recent disclosuree 
of peculation and dishonesty in some very important boards of guardians, 
Did the Local Government Board inspire us with a confidence that it could 
satisfactorily perform such vast labours as Socialism implied ? Proposals te 
feed school children and give all old-age pensions became more and more 
onerous. ‘There could be no doubt that the heart of the Roman people 
went rotten under two influences—the degradation of the lower populace 
by being fed by the State, and the destruction of the middle classes by 
taxation which it was beyond their power to sustain. ‘The result of this 
combined Socialism and despotism made the Roman Empire incapable of 
resisting attacks from without. 


At the Manchester Assizes before Mr. Justice Pickford, in a case of Res 
v. Rushton an interesting point arose, says the Times reporter. The 
prisoner was charged with bigamy. His first marriage took place in Yorke 
shire in 1865, and he had married again in 1905. Mr. Openshaw, who 
appeared for the prosecution, said that he was afraid, as he could not 
affirmatively prove the prisoner’s first marriage, that to continue the 
prosecution would only be a waste of time. The learned judge: Then 
how has the prisoner got here’ Mr. Openshaw said the first wife was 
called as a witness, and gave evidence against him in the court below. 
The learned judge explained to the jury that, as this man’s first marriage 
had taken place about forty-five years ago, it was exceedingly difficult to 
get any evidence about it. ‘The only witness the prosecution had found 
was the first wife herself, but by law she could not be called to give 
evidence against her husband in a case of that kind. That being so, the 
prisoner must be found Not Guilty. 


The Lord Chancellor presided, on the 13th inst., over the annual social 
meeting of the Royal Courts of Justice and Legal Temperance Society, 
held in the Inner Temple Hall. Among those present were the Bishop of 
St. Albans, Lord Alverstone, Mr. Justice Neville, Mr. Justice Parker, 
Master T’. Willes Chitty, Master Archibald, and Master Macnamara. 
Alverstone, speaking as chairman of the society, said they had been work- 
ing now for over sixteen years. ‘Totally unsectarian, the society had beena 
power for good in not a few cases where members of the legal professio= 
had felt the need of the support the society gave. 
expressed the belief that the growth of intemperance was one of th 
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ereatest dangers that threatened the human species. Whatever legislation 
might effect for future generations, the most valuable temperance work 
that could be done to-day was that accomplished by individual effort. 
Such work would be far more operative than the most stringent provisions 
of legislation. A programme of music was rendered during the evening 
by Mr. William Forington and the senior choristers of the Temple Church. 


On the 17th inst., in the Probate, &c., Division, an application was made, 
says the Times, for leave to swear the death of ©. 8. Pulteney, who was 
last heard of 1780. The President: What? Mr. Murray: 1780, my 
Lord. The President: Do you want to presume his death? Are you not 
sure that he is dead? Mr. Murray: This application is necessary for the 
title. We can fix neither the time nor the place of his death. In 1772 and 
1773 Mr. Pulteney was practising as a surgeon in Sherborne. In 1780 he 
was believed to have gone abroad, and was never seen nor heard of by any 
member of his family since that date. In 1796, in the course of the suit of 
Pulteney v. Douglas—a suit commenced by Daniel Pulteney, a brother of C. 
8. Pulteney—the latter was advertised for without result. Charles Speke 
Pulteney was entitled to one-third share of £1,000 South Sea Annuities, 
which share was transferred into court, pursuant to an order made in 
Uhancery dated March 11th, 1799, in the cause of Pulteney v. Douglas, to the 
credit of that canse, ‘‘ Charles Speke Pulteney’s account.’’? The sum was 
now represented by £1,646 16s. 10d. Consols and £29 6s. 6d. cash. The 
present application was made by the administrator of the personal estate of 
Rebecca Pulteney, the daughter of Charles Speke Pulteney, who whilst 
living was his sole next of kin. The President: I have not much hesita- 
tion in giving you leave to swear the death in or since the year 1780. 





On the 13th inst. Mr..J.W. Alsop, a partner in the firm of Messrs. Alsop, 
Stevens, Harvey, & Crooks, of 14, Castle-street, Liverpool, was, suys the 
Daily Mail, in his office, when, about five o’clock, he received word that he 
was wanted at the telephone, which is situated on the floor below. 
Hurriedly descending to reply to the call, Mr. Alsop, who is about sixty 
years of age and somewhat shortsighted, was suddenly startled by the 
report of a revolver shot. Before he could see who his assailant was 
another shot rang out, and the solicitor staggered on the stairs as a bullet 
pierced his left arm. Dazed and bleeding profusely Mr. Alsop managed 
to make his way back into his office, where he collapsed in a chair. 
Mr. Alsop managed to indicate to his staff the nature of the outrage, and 
two of the clerks promptly went in pursuit of the assailant, who had taken 
to his heels. On reaching the street the two clerks caught sight of the 
flying figure and gave chase. Up Castle-street and across Dale-street pur- 
suers and pursued ran, followed by an excited crowd. Finding that his 
pursuers were too close upon his track, he turned at bay. Levelling the 
revolver, which he had carried in his hand during the chase, he fired at 
the two clerks, but missed them. So threatening was the attitude of the 
man that they dare not approach him, but two police-constables rushed at 
the assailant from behind and overpowered him, though not without a 
strugzle. On being conveyed to the police-station he gave his name as 
William Stanley Vaughan, and his address as 61, Prescot-street. Two 
revolvers, partly loaded, were found in his possession. The opinion of the 
police doctor who examined Vaughan after he had been taken into custody 
was that he was suffering from delusions. Mr. Alsop was taken to the 
Northern Hospital, where the bullet was extracted. The injury was not 
of a serious character, and later in the evening he was able to leave for his 
residence at Birkenhead. Vaughan was formerly a client of Mr. Alsop’s. 
He was apparently well-to-do, and had no cecupation. In 1897, adds the 
Daily Mail, Mr. Alsop was in consultation with a local solicitor named 
Holland, when the latter was shot by a woman. Mr. Alsop seized the 
assailant and held her until assistance came. The woman was sentenced 
to death, but was respited. According to the latest accounts Mr. Alsop 
is going on well. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or Rearstrars in ATTENDANCE ON 










Emercency Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rora. No. 2. OYOR. Swinren Eapy, 
Mr. Theed Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Greawell Mr, Beal 
Beal Theed Leach Farmer 
Borrer Goldschmidt Greswell Beal 
Bloxam Thee rae Farmer 
Tindal King Goldschmidt Greswell Beal 
Church Theed Leach Farmer 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
rm Wanrarinaron. NR&VILLE. Parkre. Eve, 
Monday, Feb. ...... 24 Mr, Synge Mr, Church Mr. Bloxam Mr. Borrer 
Paeaday ..... corscocee 25 Church Tmdal King Borrer Bloxam 
Wednesday . 26 Synge Church Bloxam Farmer 
Thursday ... «in Seal Tindal King _—_—Borrer Synge 
Friday ...... . 8 Synge Charch Bloxam Theed 
Saturday ... . 29 Greswell Tindal King Borrer Goldschmidt 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Feb. 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lisirep mm CHANnorry. 
Barrish Naturat-Premium Lire Association, Liarrep—Petn for winding up, presented 
Feb 13, directed to be heard Feb 25. Parkes & Co, Fleet st, solors for petner. Notice 
app ering mus reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
eb 24 





C. E. & H. M. Pert, Linrrep —Creditors are required, oa or before Feb 19, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of theie debts or claims, to David Roberts, 19, 
Heathfield st, Swansea, liquidator 


Cowry Pateyt Scares Co, Limrren —Creditors are required, on or before March 26, to 
send their names and addresses. and the particalars ot their debts or claims, to James 
ee Reeves, 23, Queen Victoria st. Brooks, Lawrence In, Cheapside, solé® for 
iquidator 


Farrar, Tom, & Co, Lanrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and the perticulars of their debts or claims, to Frank H. 
Llewellyn, 17, Church st, Cardiff. Howell, Cardiff, solor for liquidator 


Gro. Attivson & Sons, Limrrep —Petn for winding up, presented Feb 10, directed to be 
heard on Feb 25, Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row, for Slater, Sheffield, solor for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach Collyer-Bristow & Co not later than 6 o'clock 
in the afternoon of Feb 24 


Laxp asp Investment Co ror Araica, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 30, to send their names and addresses, and the partienlars of their debis or 
claims, to Basil H. Stride, 18-19, Ironmonger In, Cheapside, liquidator 


New Ixpepenpexce Mive, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before March 30, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Basil H, 
Stride, 18-19, Ironmonger In, Cheapside, liquidator 


Sanie Syxpicater, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 14, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to A. Hurrell, 85, 
London wall, Dunderdale, London wall, solor for liquidator 


Sampas Rusorr anp Gorra Percua Co, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 12, 
directed to be heard on Feb 25. Martyn & Martyn, Temple gins. solors for petner. 
meeps aa must reach the above named not later thau 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of Feb 24 


T. 1. Syxpicare, Liarreo—Peta for winding up, presented Feb 7, directed to be heard on 
Feb 25. Dixon & Co, Lancaster pl. Notice of appearing mast reach the above named 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 24 


London Gazette.—Torspay, Feb. 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitep in Cnancery, 


Aretive Liovp (Hoawros), Linrrep (ix Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before March 18, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Thomas Hindle, District chmors, Darwen, liquidawr 


Bartuotomew & Co, Liurrep —Creditors are required, on or before March 16, to send their 
names and «addresses, and the particulars of their debts or clatins, to Reginald Arthur 
Vinter. Ratcliffe & Co, Bradford, solors for liquidator 


Baxeres Go.p Extraction Co, Lamvrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 31, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Frederick John Asbury, Finsbury Pavement House, liquidator 


Carnona Sarety Licut Co, Lamirep (iy Vo wostary Liguiparion)—Creditors are 
required, on or before April 4, to send their names and addreases, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to G Carnaby Harrower, College hill chmbrs, 23, College hill. 
Bi s & Bi ide, suiors for liquidator 

E C Criarxe, Limirep, Inonoate, Derey—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 26, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to J. 
Sedgwick, 3, 8t. Mary’s gate, Derby, liquidator 

Joun Srorr & Brorures, Limirep — Creditors are required, on or before March 18, to seod 
their names and addresses, and the partyculars of their debts or claims, to Simeon Stott, 
Birch Holme, Wardle, nr Rochdale. Jacksun & Co, Rochdale, solurs for liquidator 

Merson & Hanvina, Livtrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 9, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur C Roberta, 
9 and 10, Pancras ln. Brown & Co, Pancras In, eolurs for liquidator 





Qures's Cuannet Sreamsuie Co, Limrrep (tn Liquipation) — Creditors are required, on or 
before March 10, to sead their names and addresses, and the particulars of taeir debts or 
claims, 10 John Edwards, 5, Drury In, Liverpool, lnjuidatour 


Unirep Mexican Synpicare, Limrrep —Creditors are required, on or before March 21, te 
send their names and adresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Francis 
Wiliam Ground, 45, Copthall av, liquidator 


Wuairr Rivera (Covorave) Coat Syxpicare, Liwrep—Creditors are required, on or- 
before March 21, to send their names «nd addresses, and the part:calars of their debts or 
claims, to Frederic Malin Gillott, 15, Copthall av, liquidator 








The Property M 
he Property Mart. 
Sales of the Ensuing Week. 

Feb, 24.—Messrs, Gro. Goucpsmiru, Son, & Co., at 2: Valuable Leasehold Investments 
(see advertisement, Feb. 15, back page). 

Feb. 25.—Mr. Farperick Warman, at 2: High-class Frechold and Leasehold Readences» 
Business Premises, &c. (see advertisemeat, Feb, 15, back page). 
Feb. 25.—Messra, C, W. Davirs & Sox, at 2: Leasehold House and Shop (see advertise- 
ment, Feb. 15, back page). 
Feb. 26.—Mesars, Taou.orr : 26, Park-lane, Mayfair (see advertisement, Feb. 15, p. iii.). 
Feb. 26.—Messre, Trottore: 15, Cadogan-square, 8.W., and 86, Knightsbridge (see 
advertisement, this week, back page). 
Feb. 27.—Measrs. Hranmna, Son, & Daw, at 2: Freehold Ground rents (see advertise. 


ment, this week, back page). 
Result of Sale. 
Revenstons. 


Messrs. H. E. Fosrer & Caaneiecp held their usaal Fortnightly Sale (No. 853) of the 
above-named Interests at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E,C., on Thursday last, whea the 
following lots were sold at the prices named, the tcl amount realized being £9,845: 
ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS: 

To Property at Newcastle, &c, ... eos ove ae de «. Bold £270 

, To One-twelfth of £130,000 osid pom ven, =e pm se oe 5.275 

To One-half of Property at Brentf oe ren ao eco a “es 120 
REV ERSIONS: 

To £776 10s. ... ove ove eee ove oe oes eee ooo op 200 

To £4,450 India Stock... ws : 8,230 
POLICY OF ASSURANCE for £1,000... eee eee oon on 490 
LIFE INTERESTS : 

In £828 India Stock we oa ved oe ivi oa bef wy 190 





In £000 Ges AE ki ees le ee a ee 130 
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Creditors’ Notices 


Under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day or Criam. 
London Gazetie.—Fripay, Jan, 31. 
March 6 Hicks vy Rameay, Parker, J 


Ramsay, Frupertc Cuaries, Leatherhcad 


Tickell, Essex st 
London Gasette.—Frivay, Feb. 14. 
Witurams, Many Arne, Upper Bedford pl, Russell sq March 20 Butcher v Breffit, 
Eve, J Payne, Cardiff 
Londen Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 18. 


Hixpes, Axx, Velindre, Penboyr, Carmarthen March 12 Hindes vy Hindes, Swinfen 


Eady, J George, Carmarthen 





Under 22 & 23 Vict cap. 35. 
Last Day ov Craim. 
London Gasette,—Tusspay, Feb. 11. 


Apama, Grorar, Kingston upon Hull Match6 Shackles & Dunkerly, Hull 


Austex, Warten Crexs, Southampton, Dispensing Chemist March 21 Waller, 
Souths mpton 
Barker, Josrrnu, Stockton on Tees, Draper March 14 Thomas & Malkin, Stockton on 
‘ees 


Baatiett, Epwin Bosert, Hendford, Yeovil, Builder Feb28 Watts & Co, Yeovil 

Bipg, Lovursa, Bristol March 10 Atchleys, Bristol 

Burton, Exizapetu Cuanr.otte, Milverton, Somersct 
Norfolk st 

Browne, Davin MacMaroy, High st, Tooting, Physician 
Old Cavendish st 

Burcuewt, Any, Brighton March 16 

Bouurs-SsitTH, Evizavnru, Craniey géns, South Kensington 
Queen Victoria st 


Cuaritrox, Gertrupr Emrty Aytonia, Mudeford, Hants 


March 16 Williams & James, 


March 6 Bellord & Co, 


Chas Stubbs, 58, Dyke rd, Brighton 
March6 Sanderson & Co, 


March 11 Freeth & Co, 


Nottingham 

Corrtaxp, Caaries Jonny, Liverpool, Consulting Engineer March 21 Cvullins & Co, 
Liverpool 

Davipsor, Oriver, Guisborough, Yorks, Farmer Feb 21 Buchanan & Richardson, 
Guisborongh 


Diasy, Rev Everarp Durrietp, Elgin ct, Elgin av, Maida Vale March 11 &mith & 
yth, Aldersgate st 

Errinotor, Evizanetu, Crank, nr 8t Helens, Lancs March 7 

Eraex, Mary Grorcina Lavuaa, Tewin, nr Welwsn, Herts 
Co, Bond ct, Walbrook 

Visuer, Witttam, Longridge, Lancs March 1 Rawsthorn & Co, Prestcn 

Fox, Cnargvorre Soruta, Fernshawrd March 21 Anderson & Sons, Ironmenger In 

Fyre, Rev Joun Avam, Pratt st, Camden Town Maich11 Rooke & Suns, Lincoln's inn 
flelds 

Gannon, Exizaneta, Southwold, Suffolk March6 Cooper, Southwold 

Govpaxp, Joun, JP, Crawley, Sussex March 10 Finch & Jennings, Gray's inn sq 

Gaia, Jutta Turoposia, Edgbaston March 31 Wood & Co, Birmingham 


Happvock, Atice, Bolton April7 Hulton & Co, Bolton 

Hatt, Rupexr, Kingston upon Hull Marchi11 Hail, Hull 

Baan, Avsert, Bognor March 10 Staffurth, Bognor 

Harper, Homrurey, Lutterworth, Leicester, Wine Merchant March 14 Watson & Sons, 
Lutterworth 

Haat, Harry, Brighton March7 Nye & Donne, Brighton 

Hupson, Jane, North Petherton, Somerset Feb 22 Alms, Taunton 

Hoa.ey, Atraxp, Hereford March? Allen & Carver, Hereford 

dunt, Maatsa Evizapera, Barnes March 25 Kinch & Richardson, Chancery In 

Jouxeon, Harvey, Sheffield March5 Clegg & Sons, Sheffield 

Jounstone, Aynie Exizaveru, Ipswich Feb 24 Turner & Co, Ipswich 

Jonna, Many Annx, Presteign, Radnor March 20 Medlicott, Knighton, Radnor 

Lawrance, Racuet, Sutherland avy March 31 Manning, Gresham House 

Lexca, Louisa, Utford, Suffolk March !4 Myatt, Crutched Friars, Mark In 

Lees, Samurt, Ashton under Lyne, Iron Manufacturer Maich 31 Karle & Co, 
Mam hester 

Litt, Groner, Oxton, Cheshire March 14 Duncan & Co, Liverpool 

McGaw, Noraan Camrpett, York rd, Lambeth March 25 Emanuel & Co, Walbrook 

Mewnuen, Exizaperu, Ripon, Yorks March 10 Lucas & Co, Dalington 

Mewsves, Exity, Ripon, Yorks March 10 Lucas & Co, Darlington 

Nowkz 1, E:..xy, Auriol rd, West Kensington March 25 Gasquet & Co, Mincing In 


Passoxs, Cuarces, Penrbiwgwynt, Porth,Glam March 20 C & W Kenshole, Aberdare 

Peakp, 'T'nomas, Princes av, Church end, Finchiey March 25 Stoneham, Essex st, Strand 

Paap, Oviver, Cardiff March 14 Martyn & Martyn, Temple gdns 

Pou.tar, Doveias Forp, Wallington, ourrey, Wholesale Stationer March 31 Young & 
Co, Ely p!, Holborn 

Paixa, Joun, Sheffield, Usher March 11 Neal & Co, Sheffield 

Quint, Samus, Brockley, Milk Merchant March 25 Kinch & Richardson, Chancery la 

Riumer, Cnarves, Southport, Builder March 14 Brown & Co, Southport 

Kurcuy, Joun ANTHONY, Surbiton March8 Stibbard & Co, Leadenhail st 

hkoyps, ALueat Epwarp, Manchester, Licensed Victualler March 11 Cooper, Manchester 


Thomas, 8t Helens 
March 8 Linklater & 


Tanner, Harny Grexvitie, Birmingham, Solicitor March 25 Jeffery & Co, Birmingham 

Tanoxtt, Joun, Southsea March 41 Hobbs & Brutton, Portsmouth 

Tanoxtt, Sanau, Southsea March 81 Hobbs & Brutton, Portamvuth 

Tuuaman, Micnagt Jerxrarv, Weymouth, Ironmonger Maich 17 
Weymouth 

Timson, Avbert Epwarp Wi.ram, Moseley, 
March 25 Reynolds & James, Birmingham 

Tvae, Rosr, 8t Albacs, Herts March 25 Morgan & Co, Old Broad st 

Tuanee, Wiriiam, Chesterfield March 31 Jones & Middleton, Chesterfield 

Wartsos, Mixa Ruts, Cadogan ct March 21 Hores & Co, Lincoin’s inn fields 

Warttixcaam, Many Any, Liverpool Maich12 Webb, Liverpool 

Wiu.ginsox, Mary Ja*n, Birkenhead Feb 24 Thompson & Co, Birkenhead 

Woorr, Miizazatu, Baleatl Heath, Birmingham March 12 Raphael & Co, Moorgate st 


Andrews & Co, 


Worcester, Cycle Accessories Factor 


London Guasetie —Faipay, Feb. 14. 


Aytuory, Exiry Eventvouam, York March 31 Turner, York 
Aspinwa.t, Heyay, Aintree, Lancs, Farmer March Jones & Co, Liverpool 

















Turner, York 


Bacxnousr, Mary Lovisa, Holgate, Yorks March 31 
Turner, York 


Barser, Epwix Horsox, York, Inswrance Agent March 31 

Buissett, Mary, Dudley Feb 24 Marston, Dudley 

Boorsroyp, Bexsanix, Hanley, Surgeon March 25 Challinors, Hanley 

Beemaer, Evizapetu, Ealing March 16 Bridgman & Co, College hill, Cannon st 

Barwer, Frank Joun, Richmond, Architect Maicn 25 Ida Lavinia Brewer, Saffield 
Ho ure, hichmond 

Brooke, Sara Guunvy, Victoria Park, Manchester March 14 Foyster & Co, Manchester 

Ruckset, Mary Jang, Bostol March 14 Tarr & Sons, Bristol 

Burkey, Eckanor, Seacombe, Chester March 10 Inman, Liverpool 

Carr, Mary E_ganor, Onslow sq March 31 Carr & Co, High Holborn 

Cuicp, Cnuaries Roserr. Junction rd Ma:ch7 Jenneos & Jenoens, Kentish Town rd 

Coweit1, E.r.es, Suwerby Bridge, Yorks March il Cadman & Uo, Cleckheatoa 

Denyek, Hesnry, Minchinhampton, Glos March 2} IDraikenridge & Edwards, Bartlett's 
bldgs 

Dommert, Wittiam, Tritchmarsh, Colytor, Devon. Farmer March 14 

Duxe, Witaan Grirvirns, Altenburg gdos, Clapham Common North, Solicitor 
13 Firth & Co, Chancery In 

Dusweit, Many Avice, Withington, Manchester, Dressmaker March 15 Lanbert & 
Smith, Manchester 

Eaton, Jauns, Alveston, Derby 

Epwavs, Tuomas, Lithe:land, Lanes 

Farraunst, Mary, Ormskirk. Lancs March12 Parr & Co, O:mskirk 

Fenton, Major Groner, Camberley May 13 Hossing & LKerkeiey, Lincoln's inn fields 

Fenton, James, Klackpool March 10 Kay, Blackpovi 

Fox, Jane, Newcastie upen Tyne, Cart Vrvprietiess Feb 28 Stewart, Newcastle on Tyne 


Mortimer, Co'yton 
Mereh 


March 11 Briggs. Derby 
March 18 Yates & Co, Live: pool 


Gopve.t, Perer, Edgware rd March‘5 Kingsbury & Turner, Brixton rd 

Garren noi Gu, Vexnon Jouy, Chapel enle Frith, Derby, Physician Mar.h 16 Beanett & 
Co, Chapel en le Frith, nr Stockpors 

Haprizip, Mary Louisa. Chesterfield March 25 Davies & Co, Chestertield 

Hammosp, Frepexick AnTnuony, Dover March 30 Ciowders & Co, Lincoln’s inn fielda 

Hareison Witiiam, Highbury quadran; March 23 caworidge & Sun, Alderwanbury, 
Gresham st ; 

Hrpson, Jonny, Appleby, Westmorland, Farmer Aprl1l Arnison & Co, Penrith 

Hensier, Antuony, Cotham, Bustol) Marh 25 Miller & Co, Bristol 

Hoos, Louisa, Southport, Lancs March 8 Pollitt, New Mis, nr Stockport 

Hort, Atpert Faepenic, A'derwasley, Lerby April7 Shiptun & Co, Che.terfield 

Jones, Anx, Mos'on, Manchester March 14 Whittield, Betley 

Ksorzen, Freperik WiLuecm, Sunderland, Shipowner March 10 Nerbitt, Sunderland 

Le Branc, Louise, Newingion Bu ts February 26 Robinson, Basinghall et 

Lerevrr, Samvurr., jun, Dover March3 Milier & Co, Telegraph si: 

Litey, Wi1uiaM, Liverpool, Optician March 2) Meaz.es & Co, Liverpool 

McConp, IsapeL_a, Newcastle upon Tyne March12 Denison & Slater, Newcastle upon 
Tyne 

McMeerxiy, Tuomas, Bourn mouth March 14 Sanderson & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Mitigs, James Eywanp, Sidcup. Kent March 27 Blair & W B Girlivg, Basinghall st 

Mis, Jonny Dasks, Bourabrouk, Worcester, Plas‘erer Feb 29 Hayes, Birmingham 

Noston, Jonn Coaeries, Manuamead, Plymouth March 3t Gill, Devonport 

Park, Timotny, Bishopston, Bristol March 14 Tarr & Sons, Bristol 

Peance, Wi.L1amM Newsas, Piymouth March7 Soper, Plymouth 


Ricuarps, Cuancector Jouy, Aberffraw, Anglesey March 10 Nee & Roberts, Holyhead 

River, 8am, Pudsey, Yorks March4 Beaumont & Croft, Leeds 

Roacu, Lewis, Quatt, Salop, Estate Ageut March 21 Koach, Bridgnorth 

Scuompera, General Sir Geonce Auausrus, KCB, Southsea, Hants March 14 Tylee & Co, 
Essex +t, Strand 

Seroeant, Groner, Kingston upon Hull,iBay Dealer March 10 Jacobs & Dixon, Hull 

Squiae, (LAwA, Folkestoue March 31 Bickley & Lynex, Birmingham 

Taeovatp, Harry, Hilgay, Norfulk March11 Reedman & Wayman, Downham Market, 
Norfolk 

Tuomas, Francis Ruys, Broughton, nr Stockbridge, Sou-hampton March1 Kekewich & 
Co, Suffolk ln 

Warp, Colonel Henry Constantine Evetyy, CIE, Reading 
Reading 

Watson, Samvet Wittiam, Norwich March11 Sadd & Bacon, Norwich 

Weaver, Wittiam Hervey, Wolverhampton, Grocer March 25 eh lon & Co, Wolver- 
hampton 

Yromay, Ropsxt Caanres, Sleights, Yorks 


March 25 H & C Cotlinss 


April1 Trevor, Guisborough 


London Gazet,—Tuxspay, Feb. 18. 


Barker. THomas, Buxton, Derby Apri) 8 Bennett & Co, Buxton ; 

Boorn, Mary Ayn, Toxteth Park, Liverpool March )8 Av'son & Co, Liverpool F 

Boyce, Tromas, Charles st, St James’ sq March 28) Holt & Co, Charies st, 8t James’ 8g 

Cameron, Carouine Laura, Shisley, Southampton March 31 Green & Co, Southampton 

Cook, Witu1aM, North Ormesby, nr Middlesbrough, Foreu un Shipwright Feb 29 Punch 
& Robson, Middlesbrough ¢ ‘ 

Crees weit, Richarp Wit1t1AM. Hamilton House, Hall 1d, St John’s Wood March 3t 
Fraser & Son, Dean st, Soho sq ee 

Cuttine, Rosert, West Didsbury, Manchester March 14 Nickinson & Co, Chancery In 

Davy, Grorce Bayyton, Spean Bridge, Scotland March 31 Budd & Co, Austin friats 

Doy.ie, Witiiam, Liverpool March 18 Smith & Son, Liverpool 

Fippaman. Jsmima, Lessaray,ClaphamCommon March7 Chittock & Chittock, Norwich 

Fviemine, Freperick Gurex, Halitax March 20 Guafiey & Vo, Halitax 

Gaspiner, Frances Exiza, Moss Side, Manchester April3 Smith, Manches‘er 

Gou.Lpson, Henry, birkenhead March 9 Thomson & Co, B:reenhead 

Hives, Ex1, Worcester, Haulier March 14 Quarrel], Woices er 

Hinsson, Rosert, Ciaverton st Marenis Wright & Vo, Lea uington 

Ho.mes, Davin, Bradford, Woolstapler March9 Ratcliffe & Co, Bradf 1d 

Huisuy, Tuomas Hunry, Stretford, Manchester, Grocer atanh zi Chapwan & Brooks, 


Manchester ; 

Hurcuins, Cuaztes Henny, East Molesey, Surrey April4 Crosley & Burp, Moorgate st 
bidgs 

Kay, Wiiuram, Royton, nr Oldham, Lanes, Cotton Waste Dealer March 2 Holroyd, 
Olaham 


KsicntT, Mary Fowier, Axminster, Devon March 11 Thomas & Reade, Chard 

Law, Cuarvxs, Kingston upon Hull March 14 Witty, Hull 

Leatnes, Tuomas, Liverpool March 31 Priest & Sons, Liverpool 

Litiicrar, Kpwanp Owen, St Anne’s ter, St John’s Wood Merch 21 
inn velds 

Lister, Jamus, Scarborough May1 James, Leeds 

ManrsHatt, Cuan.es, Wokingham, Berks, House Steward Feb 2} Moore, Deiby 

Pow ey, Tuomas, Shap, Westmorland, Yeoman March 21 Little & Lamoaby, Penrith 

Reyyoips, Taomas, Gt Brington, Northampton, Farmer March 12 Darnell & Paice, 
Northampton 

Rosixson, Rev Wi11.1Am Wynn, Morton, Lincs March 3 Gamble, Gainsborough 

Suarpies, Taomas, Gt Lever, Bolton March 19 Monks & Co, Bolton : 

Srorr, Martuew, Aspull, nr Wigan, Dataller March 1 Taylor & rons, Wigan 

Tatsot, Mazion Isapecia, Lanercost 1d,Tulse Hull pk March £5 Danby & Co, Corrhill 

Tuompson, Ricuarp Bexsamin, Blackburn Manmh19 Duckworth, Blackburn 


Crook, Lincola’s 





Otpuas 
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Oamenc 
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Ch , Surrey March 25 Reep & Co, Gt St Thomas Aposile Vonsiey, Ricuarp, Reading, MRCS,LSA March 31 Chandler, New ot, Lincoln's inn 
— _ A , pegs + Set "ANNI ALLENBY, Whitworth Park, Manchester _ Wena clienby’ Datubuey, 
Wiiurams, Daviv, Swansea March 21 Hartland & Co. Swansea Munford fins, ensington pk, and Annie Mary W: 
WILLIAMs, Wiuram, Lianddaniel, Anglesey April4 Jones, Bangor rd, Sale, Chester 
—— ~ 
B nkru tc otices London Gazette.—Fuivay, Feb. 7. | Semen, Teenet, Sela Licensed Victualler Chester 
a N i. Pet Jan 22 eb 5 
ptcy ADJUDICATIONS. Warre, Farornice Witttaw, Gt Grimsby, House Furnisher 
asthe. — Ty =) t Grim et Feb 4 eb 4 
See Sayan. TS Apptesy, Roseat Taomas, Derby, Beerhouse Keeper Darby Warrwoura, Fanci Jamas, and Eocar Eawxest ARSALL. 
ADJUDICATIONS. Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 | Birmingham, Engineers Birmingham Pet Feb1 Ord 


Bartey, Tuomas, Eastbourne, Tanner Tunbridge Well® 
Pet Dec7 Ord Jan 31 

Banxs, Avpert, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Hardware Merchant 
Bradford Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 

Baayes, Ricaarp, Reddish, Lancs, Greengrocer Stockport 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

Berrertper, James, and Aureep Featuerstose, Park- 
stone, Dorset, Builders Poole Pet Jan3i Ord Jan31 

Biaas, Sores Wituiam, Cowes, I of W, Marine Store 
Dealer —_ and Ryde Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 

Bovguet, Laat 1s Henry, and Faroraice Frascis Bovarert, 
Nassau st, Picture Frame Makers High Court Pet 
Jan 18 Ord Jan 30 

Baaitruwaite, Roser, + aoe Derby, Baker Derby 
Pet Jan 3i Ord Jan 3 

Buop, Haury Bentinck, Rast Grinstead Tunbridge Wells 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 





Borroy, W. Rosy, Barcombe av, Streatham Wandsworth 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Feb1 | 

Busa, Regent Epwarp, Eaton, Norwich, Baker Norwich 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 | 

Burt, Sipsey, and Josian Burt, Skewen, nr Neath, Glam, | 
Dealers in Wall Paper Neath PetJan31 Ord Jan3i 


Gore, Coarntes Montaaus, High rd, Leyton, Corn Dealer 





High Court Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 


Dosss, Parip, Bulley, Glos, Fruit Dealer Gloucester Pet 
Jan2% Ord Feb 1 

Dopwett, Henry Georcr, Cheltenham, Timber Dealer 
Cheltenham Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 | 


Exxon, Wittiam, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Jan 20 
Ord Jan 30 

Fagrinetox, Rosert Morcaw Josepn, Warwick st, Pimlico, 
Mercantile Clerk High Coutt Pet Jan8 Ord Jan 31 

Fatepuanper, Pavtus Max, Lawrence In, Cheapside, Com- 
mussion Agent High Court Pet Dec1t Ord Jan 31 

Goocu, CuaRra Manta, Ipswich, Widow Ipswich Pe’ 
Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 | 

Govert, Samogt Taomas, St Quintin av, oe grove | 
Comedian Hi h Court Pet Jan30 Ord Jan 3 

Garris, Harry, New Mills, omy Licensed Victualler 
Stockport Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 3 

Joussox, Matruzw Maite, Wecheita, Loughborough, 
Leicester, Licensed Victualler Leicester Pet Jaa 31 
Ord Jan 31 


Laweert, Faank Witttam, Sheffield, Draper Sheffield 
Pet Jan3i Ord Jan 31 ° 
Licutroot, Eowis Eayest, Luton, Straw Hat Manu- 


facturer Luton Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 20 
Marsuatt, Roperr Moore, Latchmere rd, Lavender hill, 


or Manager Higa Court Pes Jan 30 Ord 

an 30 

Muze, Artaur, Wembworthy, Devon, Miller Exeter 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Nortrow, Wituiam, en, Baker Cheltenham Pet 
Jan3l OrdJan 3 


Otpuam, Taomas oll Salford, Lancs, House Decorator 
Saltord Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

Oamerov, Ho.care, Norden, nr Rochdale, Beerseller Roch- 
dale Pet Jan30 Ord Jan 40 

Owen, Georez Eowarp, Froggatt’s Farm, Walmley, 
eee Warwick, Farmer Birmingham Pet Jun 

Ord Jan 30 

ie, Eowarp, Norwich, Bricklayer Norwich Pet Feb 
1 Ord Fe bi 

Proven,  Aeodly Heesert, Stockton on Tees, Secondhand 
Furnivare Dealer sStocktva on Tees Pet Jandy Ord 
an 


Sat, Zeruanian Martin, Putney Wandsworth Pet 
Sept6 Ord Feb1 

Srruxa, Moses eee Petherton rd, Canonbury, Stick 
Mounter High Court Pet Jan8 Ord Feb 1 

Breruens, Hewsy, Perranzabuloe, Cornwali, Carpenter 
Truro Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Tuorocoop, Georce Soveee, Biggleswade, Dealer Bedford | 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 3 

Tirrer, Grorae, Richmond rd, Leytonstone, Essex, Com- 
mercial Clerk High Court Pet Dec 14 Ord Feb 1 

Waruincrox, Saran, Shillingford, Warborough, Oxford, 
Grocer Oxford Pet Febi Ord Feb 1 

Warrtock, Percy Eowarp, Frome, Somerst, Cycle Agent 
Frome Pet Jan30 Ord Jan 3) 

Witiams, Tuomas, Brynmorgan Cot 
Labourer Neath Pet Jan 31 Ord 

Wispesayx, Wittiam Lixoow, New Srighton, Cheshire, 
Licensed Victualler Preston Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Wootrorp, Haray, Cinderford, Glos, Collier Gloucester 
Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 1 

Waricur, WIiitiam, am, Warwick, Builder Coventry 
Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 2 

Youre, Herseat roca ol 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 





ge, - Ystalyfera, 


Swindon, Grocer Swindon 


ADJUDICATION ‘'ANNULLED AN - RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED 


~, Tsomas, Hanley, Staffs, Rasteniie Hanley Ree 
oa ——_ Adjud Oct 38,1997 Reso and Annul 
an 27 





| Heavpow, 


Barraciovan, Joan, Denbigh, nr Huddersfield, Blacksmith 


Hudderstield Pet Fed3 Ord Feb 3 


ee Rotayp Taomrsox, Newcastle — Lyme, Fish- 


t Hanley Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 
Barer, Jo 


a. Bedford, Cycle Factor bedford Pet Feb 5 | 


Son greed Epwaep, Birkenhead, Tailor Birkenhead 
Pet Dec 18 Urd Feb 3 
Boots, Eow1n A cxsert, Pontefract, Yorks, Licensel 


Victualier Waketield Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 

Boota Rican, Castellain mans, Maida Hull High Court 
Pet Jan7 Ord Feb 3 

Bowew, Witttam Auvas, Park pl, 8t James’ High Cou:t 
Pet Dec 23 Ord Feb 3 

Bowmax, Kanest Rosgset, Hapton, Norfolk, Farm 
Norwich Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 


Cart, Eaxest, gesadhem, Kent, Grocer Rochester Pet 
Feb5 Ord Feb 5 

Coyyers, Wittiam, Bridlington, Yorks, Licensed Victualler 
Scarborough Pet Janzz Ord Feb3 


| Cooxe, Jesse, Thornbury, Bradford, Wool Merchant Brad- 


ford Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb4 


Davies, Joan Asapa, and Wittiam Lucas Davies, Bryn y 
Faner, Treboeth, Swansea, Builder Swansea Pet 
Feb4 Ord Feb4 

Davis, Harry Stpxey, Portsdown rd, yo Vale, Book- 
maker High Court Pet Dec 9 Ord F 


Ettis, Evwarp, Forest Gate, Essex, est in Old Metal 
High Court Pet Jan7 Ord Feb5 


Guy, Frev, Hightown, Ringwood, Smiengee, Market 
Gardener Salisbury Pet Feb1l Ord Feb 


Hastzwoop, Crarence, Blackburn, Surgeon Blackburn 
Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 1 

Wicitam Heyry, and Dororay Heappor, 

Swansea, Conf-ctioners Swansea Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 


Hickson, James, Gt sete, Foreman Joiner Gt Grimsby 
| 5 


Pet Febo Ord Fe 
Ho.soane, Henaey, Cross Inn, Llantrisant, Glam, Builder 
Pontypridd Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 


Houuivay, Groree Rosert, Lingdale, comm, Cycle Dealer 


Stockton on Tees Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 
Humenueey, Wittiam Tuomas, Colehill i Fulham, 
House Decorator High Court Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 


Jackson, James, South: + ees Yorks, Quarryman Halifax 
Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 

Jameson, Anrava, Wolviston, Durham, Farmer Stockton 
on Tees Pet Keb3 Ord Feb 3 

Jones, Hoou, Bryntawel, Peatir, Carnarvon, Labourer 
Bangor Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

Joxes, Wituam, Coawil Elvet, Carmarthen, 
Carmarthen Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 


Kwtut, Joun Davey, Ilfracombe, Builder Barnstaple Pet 
Feb3 Ord Feb b'3 


Littvee, James, Reddish, Lincs, Wheelwright Stockport 
Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb 4 

Luioyp, Joan Parry, Cricklewood, Draper High Court 
Pet Feb4 Ord Feb6 

Luoyp, WiILttAM Sea oy po Lancs, Grocer Stock- 
port Pet Jan 27 Ord Feb 


Farmer 


Mason, Gzorae Harpy, and cravat Mason, Byward st | Haaren, ‘Rrcuanp Beaumoxt, Bum 
High u 


Court Pet Decl4 Ord F 

Mason, Moses Wittiam, , Nottinghaa, | Lace Manufacturer 
Nottingham Pet Feb5 O 

Mives, Avousrus Frepraicx, John st, Bedford row, 
Solicitor High Vourt Pet Sept 4 Ord Feb 4 

Mircnect, Samvet Roser, Hollow Crook, North Tawton, 
se Poultry Dealer Plymouth Pet Feb 5 Ord 
‘eb 5. 


Newson, me Burier, Preston, Lancs, Tin Plate 
Wi reston Pet Jan 23 Ord Feb5 
Painter Leeds Pet Feb1 


Norra, A Ricuagp, Leeds, 
Ord Feb 1 


Patuer, Ricsargp Heyry, yp pry ped Court 
Bailiff Nottingham Pet Feb3 Ord 


| Rarcurv, Witttam Dooxray, and Baal g ‘Watree Rat- 


aoe — Leeds, Clothiers Leeds Pet Dec 23 

Vv e 

Rerp, Taomas Henry, New Tredegar, Mon, Collier 
Tredegar Pet Feb 5 Ord Feb 5 

Rica, Henry Daviv, Carlton Colville, eae, Builder 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 

Rosiss, 4 G, Gt Yarmouth, Butcher Gt Yarmouth Pet 
Jani8 Ord Jan 31 


Sarceayt, Cuagies Ricnarp, Stonehouse, Devon, Refresh- 
ment house Kone Plymouth Pet Feb3 ‘Ord Feb 3 
Smiru, Grorce, gate, ae Draper Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Feb . “Ord 4 
Sricer, Butvey, Gledstanes 
High Court Pet Jan 21 Ona Feb 5 
Surron, Tuomas, Ashton in Makerfield, Lancs, Coal Dealer 
Wigan Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 


Tagine, Atrrep, Chariton Kings, Glos, Builder Chelten- 
ham Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 

Tuomas, Davin, Stockton on ja Hotel Keeper Stockton 
on Tees Pet Jan20 Ord Feb1 

Taxvor-Joves, Mary CATHERINE, 
Dorchester Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 


| 





| 





West Kensington, Tutor | 


Feb ¢ 
Witiams, Jonx Epwarp, Pentrebach, Merthyr 
General Deidler Merthyr Tydfil Pet Feb 3 Gra eb 3 
Wituams, Joun Wittiam, Birmiogham, Smelter Bir- 
mingham Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 
Worsicker, Jonx Gonos, West Bergholt, Essex, Builder 
Colchester Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 


Amended notice substituted for that eae in the 
London Gazette of Dec 13 : 


Russert, Cuarces Wititam Josten Patraicx Avoyerus 
Gillespie rd, Highbury, Steam Laundry Proprietor 
High Court Pet Nov 26° Ord Dec Ll 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Jan 28: 


Witttams, Hewry Joux, Lianddeiniolen, Carnarvon, 
Quarryman Bangor Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 


Lonion Gazette,—Tusspvay, Feb, 11. 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Aspix, Wiivtam, Halifax, Oil Merchant Halifax Pet 
Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Arkin, Ropert, Branston Booths, Lincs, Farmer Lincoln 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 


Bar.ey, Cuaaves Percy, Birmingham, Baker Birming- 
ham Ord Jan10 Pet Fed7 

Baryes, Epwin Faeemay, Uxbridge rd, Shepherd's Bush, 
Grocer Brentford Ord Jan o Pet Fed 7 

Buxpry, Wituam Isaac, Fieet, Southampton, Builder 
Guildford Pet Fed5 Ord Feb5 


Cantartt, Joux, Caerau, Glam, Underground Labourer 
Carditf Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 5 

Cave, Witla Franois, Lauderdale mans, Maida Vale, 
Builder High Court Pet Jani6 Ord Feb 7 

Coats, Carats, Plymouth, Lodging house Keeper Ply- 
mou Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 

Coxon, Frayces, Gc Colmore st, Birmingham Birmingham 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb7 

Crowrusr, ALFRED, a yy Rolleyman Middles- 
brough Pet Fed7 Ord Feb7 


Dawson, Faxvraick Groouparpor, Cannon st, Merchant 
High Vourt Pet Dec6 Ord Feb8 

Denisa, Taomas Hevny Tarcxey, ey rd, Kilburn 
High Court Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 


Dawist Groner, “nat 
Pet Jan 18 Ord Feb7 

Fiaman, Georce Molson, eg Southgate, Newsagent 
Edmonton Pet Jan8 Ord Febé 

Forster, Harry Josera, New a Kent, Miller 
Rochester Pet Feb6 Ord Feb8 

Fav, Roseat Geoace Dovatas, Taabriige Wells, Grocer 
‘Tunbridge Wells Pet Jan17 Ord Fed7 


Commas, Pearcy, Chiswick Brentford Pet Feb 5 Ord 
5 
Gausuwenn, James, Rawtenstall, Lancs, Drysalter Roch- 
dale Pet Feb 7 Ord Feb7 


Griver, Tuomas. Little York st, Bethnal Green, Cabinet 
Maker HighCourt Pet Jan 81 Ord Feb7 


Fenwick, Sussex, Stationer 
bag 


royd, Newsome, Hud- 
derstield, Joiner Huddersfield Pet Feb 7 7 Ord. Feb 7 
Harvey, Tuomas, worth, Warwick, Coal Dealer 


Coventry Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 
aay, pee. York, Builder Burnley Pet Jan 3 Ord 
7 


AHvuours, Jous Esenezee, Sepaat, Kent, Builder Canter- 
bury Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 
Isnam, Grorce Hensert, fe Butcher Banbury 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Feb7 
Jones, Harry Caances and Ropert Geosoe Mason Sanr- 
= uexp, Leytoa, Essex, Sheet Metal Workers High 
Court Pet Jan24 Ord cong 


K , ALTE Rlegtee Spee Phonograph Dealer 
«Kingston an ull Pes F ‘ee ond Febé 
Kre.ing, Caances Joserea Marie, Bradford, Teacher of 


guages ord Pec Keb8 Ord Feb 8 
Les, Antuva, Bram aan Solicitor Carlisle 
Pet Novz Ord 
Lowe, James, Pembary, Kent, Farm Tanbridge Wells 
Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 
Micuacsxt, Bewno, aioe gda, Jeweller High Court 
Pet Deol? Ord Feb 6 
Morais, Caagtes Hevay Setwoov, Blackheath, Grocer 
Greenw: Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 
Ry Witiuiam, Ra-hden, Northampton, 
eee eae Feb6 Ord Feb6 
a 5 te ome Fruiterer’ Liver- 
e 


‘inter Leeds Pet Jan 10 Ord 


ae sor, Fazakerley, 
pool Feb7 

Norra, Pt, Tote P 
Feb 6 

| Ravens} peenaeien, Leeds, Engineer Leeds Pet Dec 31 
0 


| Bons Wiutuiam. Farnworth, Lancs, Collier Bolton Pat 
Feb8 Ord Feb8 


Court PetJan10 Ord 


Dorchester, Costumier | Rosaats, Percy Mouton, Birkbeck Bask cote, Eilean, 
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Roorrs, Rosert Arneer, Rhostylien, 
rexham Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6 

Scurr, Tom Homex, Liantrissant, Broadstone, nr Wimborne, 
Dorset Poole Pet Dec19 Ord Feb % 

Suaw, Jouyx Srencer, Kastbourne, Sussex 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Feb6 

Suirn, Evwarp, Kingsdown av, West Ealing, Outfitter 
Kientford Pet Feb7 Ord Fel 7 

Strarroup, Cuan.es, Bredbury, Cheshire, 
Stockport Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Square, Henay, Kingsbridge, Devon, Solicitor 
Pet Jan2 Ord Feb8 

Swasa, Aucusrus James, Edmonton, Licensed Victualler 
Edmonton Pet Dec2 Ord Feb 6 

Tuomas, Joseru, Cornbrook, nr Manchester, General Carrier 
Salford Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Tuomas, Witiiam, Honey In Market, Milk at, Warehouse- 
man High Court Pet Dec 20 Ord Febs 

Towssenp, Joun Axtuvur, Leicester, Grocer 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Urwis, CuaniLes Wittiam, Moss Side, Manchester, Con- 








Denbigh, Grocer 
High 


Court 


Yeast Deale 


Plymouth 


Leicester 


fectioner Salford Pet Feb6 Ora Feb6é 

Wauirr, Faepertox Jouxs, Windsor, Butcher Windsor 
Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb6 

Wirsos, Bessamix, Dewsbury, Woollen Manufacturer 


Dewsbury Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb6é 
Woovpiwiss, Amy Vierorta Beatrice, Denman st, Piccadill 
High Court Pet Dec 20 Ord Feb7 
Wormaiv, Artuvn, Wakefield, Tailor 
Feb6 Ord Feb6 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazettes of Jan 14 
Hiztrox, Hexay Ratru, Bowdon, Cheshire, Estate Agent 
Manchester Pet Jan1ll Ord Feb3 


London Gazette,—Fuivay, Feb. 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Atkinson, Witxiam, Gilling West, nr Richmond, Yorks, 
Grocer Northallerton Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 
Boppy, Janz, Scarborough, Newsagent Scarborough Tet 


Jan 39 Ord Feb 11 

Bostaypsociou, Stytianos, Manchester, Shipper Man- 
chester Tet Jan 31 Ord Feb 10 

Brooke, Arruvurn Boorn, York, Tobacco Dealer York 


Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

Bromuey, Tuomas, St Anne's on the Sea, Lancs, Contractor 
Preston Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Busuacy, Argtuun, Bedford, Builder 
Ord Feb 10 

Cuark, Arnoip WiiuiAmM, Fareham, Hants, Wine Merchant 
Portsmouth Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Cooke, Witiiam, and Exnest Lewis Dixon, Jews row, 
Wandsworth, Cement Merchants Wandsworth Pet 
Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Caapraen, Hernert, Leeds, Twine Merchant Leeds Pet 
Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

Dann, Horace, Boxley, nr Maidstone, Publican 
Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

Dannie, Oscar, Bristol, Beer Retailer 
Ord Feb 12 

Davies, Tuomas, Crugybar, Caio, Carmarthen, Shoemaker 
Carmarthen Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 

Downs, Cuantes Davin, Peterborough, 
borough Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 


sedford Pet Feb 10 


Maidstone 


Bristol Pet Feb 1 


Hosier 


Ex.is, Hersenrt Faancis, Portsmouth, Variety Artist High | 


Court Pet Feb1l Ord Feb 11 
Exsr, A, Leicester, Decorator Derby 
Feb 10 
Gareatt, Arruvr, Bradford, Fish Frier 


Pet Jan 28 Ord 


Sradford Pet 


Febi1l Ord Feb 11 

Gopwiy, Freperick Winiiam, Midway, Derby, Artist 
Burton on Trent Pet Feb 8 Ord Febs 

Goopwortn, Ernest Wiiiram, Hipperholme, Yorks 
Halifax Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Guan, Geratv Frank, Brighton, Sussex, Dairyman 


Brighton Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb 11 

Hanan, Wititam Tuomas, Resolven, Glam, Baker Aber- 
avon Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Hanus, Harry, and Epwarp Hanais, Marlow, Builders 
Aylesbury Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 

Hakvey, Eowin Vixcent, Upstreet, Kent, Carrier 
bury Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

Jackson, Wares, Fallowfield, Manch:ster, Manufacturer 
Manchester Pet Jan25 Ord Feb 10 

Jounson, Witttam Henay Bentinex, Andalus rd, Stock- 
well, Masonry Contractor 
Ord Feb 10 

Kay, Ronineox, Deganwy, Carnarvon, Licensed Victualler 

gor PetJan 28 Ord Feb 11 


Canter- 


Letcuroxp, 8 R, Bishopsgate st Within, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Nov8 Ord Feb 12 
Lixroort, Sam, Hexthorpe, Doncaster, Boot Dealer Sheffield 


Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 
Litre..t, Epmuunn Eanest. Thorpe, Norwich, Shoemaker 
Norwich Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb il 
Lowspes, Watter, Woodsetton, nr Dudley, Commission 
Agent Dudley Pet Feb1l Ord Feb 11 
Man, Grorcz Craytox, Howcroft, Goxhill, Lines, Corn 
it’s Clerk GtGrimsby Pet Feb8 Ord Febs 


Miner, Faxp, Leeds, General Dealer Leeds Pet Feb 11 
Ord Feb 11 
Mynrive, Wiit1am, Wolverhampton, Builder Wolver- 


hampton Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb 12 
Neepviestircurr, Davis, Dunstan houses, Stepney Green 
High Court Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 
Patmer, Taomas Vincent, Southtown, Gt Yarmouth, 
Builder Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 
Pennevt, Vane, Queen’s rd, 8t John’s Wood High Court 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Feb 12 
Pickes, Joux, Coppice Green, nr Shifoal, Salop, Farmer 
Madeley Pet Fel 12 Ord Feb 12 
Purstox. Joun Hewny. Southport, Fancy Draper 


Liverpool 
Pet Feb it Ord Feb 12 


Rayo iesome, Henoxar, Bungay. Soffelk, Licensed Hawker } 


wt Yarmouth Pet Febil O1d Feb 11 
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Sappier, Wittram Henny, Bristol, Licensed Victualler 
Bri-vol Vet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Suretos, W8, Liverpool Liverpool PetJan25 Ord Feb 11 

Surra, J Brapury, Leicester, Corn Factor Leicester Pet 
Jan 30 Ord Feb 11 

Tawmavae, ALerep, Queen's rd, Dalston, Bookbinder High 
Court Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

Ty«, Paro Waren, Holton, Uolegate, Lincs, Miller Boston 
Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 


We..s, Josera, Skirton, nr Lancaster, Grocer Preston 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 12 
Wiper, Harky Tuomas, Gravesend, Plumber Rochester 


Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Witiiams, Owen, Bangor, Butcher 
Ord Feb 10 

Winskecn & Co, R, Merton, Surrey, Glass Merchants 
King-ton, Surrey Vet Jan 31 Ord Feb 10 

Woop, Joseru Leoxanp, Cleethorpes, Hosier’s Assistant 
Gt Grimsby Pet Feb8 Ord Febs8 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Aswnerr, Henny James, Andover, Hants, Builder Feb 24 


Bangor Pet Feb 10 





Wakefield Pet | 


eat | 
Peter- 


High Court Pet Feb 10 | 


it 11.80 Westminster Palace Hotel, Victoria st, London 
Arrieny, Ronert Tuomas. Derby, Beerhouse Keeper Feb 

| zlat 11 Of Ree, 47, Full st, Derby 
| Aspix, Wiciram, Haughshaw, Halifax, Oil Merchant Feb 


24at 10.45 County Court House, Prescott st, Halifax 


| Baxractoven, Jous, Denby, nr Huddersfield, Blacksmith 
Feb 24 at 12 The Huddersfield Incorporated Law 
Society's Room, Imperial arcade, New st, Huddersfield 
Barry, Joux, Bedford, Cycle Factor Feb25at10.50 Shire- 
hall, Bedford 
Buaicut, Tuomas Grorae, Crown st, Brentwood, Cycle Maker 
Feb 25 at 12. 14, Bedford row 
Baooxe, Artaur Booru, York, Tobacco Dealer Feb 27 at 
3 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe p], York 
CanTrett, Joun, Caerau, Glam, Labourer March 10 at 10 
Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, Carditf 
Cartwricut, Joun, Stafford Feb 24 at 11 Swan Hotel, 
Statford 
Cooxe, WituiAM, and Ernest Lewis Dixon, Princes wharf, 
Jews row, Wandsworth, Brick Merchants Feb 24 at 
11.3) Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Craprrer, Hexsert, Leeds, Twine Merchant Feb 24 at 
1t Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 
Dann, Horace, Boxley, nr Maidstone, Publican 
11 9, King st, Maidstone 
Davies, Tuomas, Crugybar, Caio, Carmarthen Shoe- 
maker Feb 22 at 11.30 Olf Rec, 4, Queen st, Car- 
muarthen 
Dickson, Frank, Leasey Bridge Farm, nr Wheathamp- 
stead, Herts, Farmer Feb 24 at 3 14, Bedford row 
Ex.uis, Hexnent Francis, Portsmouth, Variety Artist Feb 
24at11 Bankruptcy bidys, Carey st 
Ganuatr, Anruunr, Bradford, Fish Frier Feb 25at11 Off 
| Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 
| Gopwis, Frepenick Wittiam, Midway, Derby, Artist Feb 
22 at 11.39 Off Ree, 47, Full st, Derby 
Goopwortnh, Eaxnest Witiram, Hipperholme, Yorks 
| 4 at 11.15 
| G@ounLay, Parcy, Grove pk, Chiswick 
Bedford row 
| Grernwoop, James, Rawtenstall, Lancs, Drysalter Feb 25 
at 11.15 ‘Townhall, Rochdale 
Faev, Hightown, Ringwood, Southampton, Market 
Gardener Feb25at1l1 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Uatherine 
st, Salisbury 
Hazver, RicuArp Beraumont, Newsome, Huddersfield, 
Joiner Feb24 at 11.30 ‘The Hudderstield Incorporated 
Law Society’s Room, Imperial arcade, New st, Hud- 
dersfield 
Hart, Exxest, York, Builder 
Hotel, Colne 
Haxvey, Tuomas, Bedworth, Warwick, Coal Dealer Feb 
24 at1l Of Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 
HAstewoop, C.iarexce, Blackburn, Surgeon Feb 22 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 
Heavpox, Wititam Hesxry, and Dorotuy Heappon, 
Swansea, Confectioners Feb 25 at 12 Olf Rec, 31, 
Alexandra rd, Swansea 
| Hurron, Epwarp, Kendal, Builder Feb 25 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 
Jewewt, Samuet Witii4m, Bodmin, Cornwall Feb 24 at 2 
| Off Rec, 26 Baldwin st, Bristol 
Jounson, WitutAM Henry Bentinck, Andalus rd, Stock- 
well, Masonry Contractor Feb 24 at2.30 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 
| Keasu, Avrer, Kingston upon Hull, Phonograph Dealer 
Feb 22at11 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, 
Hull 
Lee, Jos1an, Bournemouth, Boarding House Proprietor 
Feb 24 at 2.40 Messrs. Curtis & Son, 158, Old Ubrist- 
church 14, Bournemouth ’ 
Menony, Anruur W114, 8t Albans, Cabinet Maker Feb 
24 at 12 14, Bedford row 
Mityer, Frep, Leeds, General Dealer Feb 24 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 
Mircuety, Sameut Ropert, North Tawton, Devon, Poultry 
Dealer Feb 25at11 7, Buckland ter Plymouth 
Nevsox, Rosexrr Witt1am, Rushden, Northampton, Grocer 
Feb 24at12 Off Ree, Bridge st, Northampton 
JRayspiesome, Hervert, Bungay, Suffolk, Licensed Hawker 
Feb z2 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Riesy, Witt1am, Farnworth, Lancs, Collier 
10.30 19, Exchange st, Bolton 
Tuomas, Davip, Stockton on Tees, Hotel Keeper Feb 25 
at il Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 
Tuomas, Hueu, Dyffryn Twrog, Upper Llandwrog, Car. 
narvon, Quarryman Feb 26 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, 
Eastgate row, Chester 
Tuomas, Joseen, Cornbrook, nr Manchester, General Carrier 
Feb 22 at 11 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Towssenv, Joun Anruvr, Leicester, Grocer Feb 24 at 12 
Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Trevon-Jones, Many Carugaixe, Dorchester, Costumier 
Feb 25 at 12.30 Off Ree, City chmbrs, Catherine st, 
Salisbury 


Feb 26 at 





Feb 
County Court tlouse, Prescott st, Halifax 
Feb Bat 3 14, 


Guy, 


Feb 24 at 12.30 Crown 





Feb 22 at 











Wuirrr, Faepenick Joux, Windsor, Butcher Feb 26 af Qn 


. 14, Bedfurd row 
Wivcorr, Harney Tuomas, Gravesend, Kent, Plumber March 
2at12.15 115, High st, Rochester 
Wisox, Bexsamix, Batley, Yorks, Woollen Manufacture 
Feb 25 at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation at, 
Dewsbury 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Arxinsox, Wici1am, Gilling West, nr Richmond, Yorks, 
Grocer Northallerton Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

Bz, Evwin, Aldgate High st, Builder High Court Pet 
Dec 31 Ord Feb 12 

Bromiry, Tuomas, St Anne's on the Sea, Lancs, Contractor 
Preswn Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Brooke, Antaus Boorn, York, Tobacco Dealer York Pe 
Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

Busuty, Argtuve, Bedtord, Builder Pet Fe 6 
Ord Feb 10 

Buriex, The Hon Eomusy Somerset, Park st, Grosyengr 
sq Ligh Court Pet Novy 29 Ord Feb 11 

Cance..on, Paepenicx, Copthall bldgs, Stockbroker High 
Court Pet Dec 13 Ord Feb 11 

Cooke, Witiiam, and Eesest Lewis Dixon, Jews row. 
Wandsworth, Cement Merchants Wandsworth Pe 


Bedford 


Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 
Cravraxs, Henverr, Leeds, Twine Merchant Lee 
Pet Feb 11 Ord Febil 


Dann, Horace, Boxley, ur Maidstone, Publican Maid 
stone Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

Davies, Tuomas, Crugybar, Caio, Carmarthen, Shoemaker 
Carmarthen Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

Downs, CuaaLes Davip, Peterborough, Hosier Peta. 
borough Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Durviziv, WeesrKe, Leeds, Cycle Agent Leeds Pet De 
40 Ord Feb 10 

E.uis, Herperr Francis, Portsmouth, Variety Artis 
High Court Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 


Evse, A, Kibworth, nr Market Harborough, Leicester, 
Decorator Derby Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb 11 

Ganrart, Arravur, Bradford, Fish Frier Bradford Pe 
Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

Giteert, Warren, Swinford, nr Lutterworth, 
Leicester Pet Jan 15 Ord Feb 10 

Gopwis, Faeperick Wittiam, Midway, Derby, Arti 
Burton on Trent Pet Feb 8 Ord Feb 8 


Farmer 


Goopwouta, Erxest Wiciiam, Hipperholme, York 
Halifax Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 
Green, Cuakces Jostvu, Seaford, Sussex, Grocer Lewa 


Pet Jani Ord Feb 10 

Growse, Wit.tiam Henry, Salisbury house, London 
Secretary to Companies High Court Pet Oct 25 
Feb 10 


Hatitensvona, Axet Watoemar, Highgate rd, Kentish 
Town High Court Pet July 17 Ord Febil 

Hayman, Wittiam Tuomas, Resolven,Glam, Baker Neath 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Harvey, Evwisx Vincent, Upstreet, Kent, Carrier Cam 
terbury Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Hexsert, Wiitiam Sarra, Alexandra rd, Wimbleda 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Oct 26 Ord Feb 10 


Hitt, Jesse, Epsom Downs, Licensed Victualler High 
Court Pet Dec 39 Ord Feb 10 
Hurros, Epwagp, Kendal, Westmorland, Builder Kendal 


Pet Dec 19 Ord Feb 10 


Jouxsox, WittiAm Henry Bentinck, Andalus rd, Stock 
weil, Masonry Contractor High Court Pet Feb 
Ord Feb 10 


Lee, Jostan, Bournemouth, Boarding House Proprieter 
Poole Pet Jan 16 Ord Feb 12 

Linroot, 8am, Hexthorpe, Doncaster, Boot Dealer Sheffield 
Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Lirrett, Eomunp Ersest, Thorpe, Norwich, Shoemaker 
Norwich Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 


Max, Georuzt Crayton, Howcroft, Goxhill, Lincs, Com 
Merchant's Clerk Gt Grimsby Pet Feb8 Ord Febs 

Mitner, Fuep, Leeds, General Dealer Leeds Pet Feb il 
Ord Feb 11 

Morrect, Arraur Davrox, Moss Nook, nr Cheafle 
Cheshire, Couch Proprietor Stockport Pet Jaa ® 
Ord Feb 11 


Ngepvestircuer, Davis, Dunstan houses, Stepney Greet 
High Court Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

Pickex, Jonn, Coppice Green, nr Shifnal, Salop, Farmet 
Madeley Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 


Pickeatnag, Epwarp Henry, Prudhoe upon bl 
Nortbumberland Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov 
Ura Feb 10 


Presrox, Joun Henny, Southport, Fancy Draper Liver 
pool Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 12 

Ranp.esoue, Heasert, Bungay, Suffolk, Licensed Hawke 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb1i Ord Feb 11 

Rayner, Epwarp Howaagp, Swanley Junction, Kent 
Rochester Pet Dec17 Ord Feb10 

Rosinsox, Wituiam Henry, Walsall, Printer Walsall 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Feb 8 

Sappier, Wittiam Henry, Bristol, Licensed Victualle 
Bristol Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Samecp, Argtuur Wi..iam, Bingham, Notts, Printe 
Nottingham Pet Jan 23 Ord Feb 11 

TamMADGE, ALFRED, Queen’s rd, Dalston, Bookbinde 
High Court Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Tye, Faxp Wares, Holton Holegate, Lincs, Miller Bostot 
Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Wicper, Harny Taomas, Gravesend, Plumber Rochestet 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 


Wintiams, Owen, Bangor, Butcher Bangor Pet Feb i ; 


Ord Feb lo 


Winxcorr, WittiaM Purkiss, and Wavree Consett Seas 


Lime st, Merchants High Court Pet Jan 5 
Feb 12 
Woopv, Jusera Leonanp, Cleethorpes, Hosier’s 4 
Gt Grimsby Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 


Feb. 22, 1908. 4 
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WE Ate SS 
—— 
rt bstituted for that published in the Srazrrox, Tnomas Caances, Copthall av, Throgmorton st | Mason, Mosas Wittiam, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer 
Amended "Tie Gazette of f Jan ul: Court Pet Oct 24 Ord Feb 13 Feb 26 at 11 Off Keo, 4, Caustic pl, Parx st, Nottingham 
Wiiiam, Plumstead, Electric Cable Jointer | Tauxper, Junin Apa, Cookham, Berks H Court | Nesoursrircurr, Davis, Danstan houses, Stepney Green 
envi Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 16 Pet & 16 Ord Feb1 igh Feb 26at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey at 
Taomas Burier, Preston, 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 18. 
RECEIVING ORDEBS. 
Axprews, ALBERT, Aldershot, Tailor Guildford Pet Feb 


14 Ord Feb 4 

AprLewnite, Grorar, + Lincs, Farmer Lincoln 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 1 

Aranrton, Ernest ated Gt Yarmouth, Plumber Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Avstix, Epwarp, Greenwich, Bootmaker Greenwich Pet 
Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 


Beary, Netson, Deal, Boarding House Keeper Canterbury 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

Barros, Anraur Wit.iAm, Oakenshaw, Durham, Colliery 
Overman Durham Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 

sows, Tuomas, Whitwell, Derby, Fruiterer Sheffield 

Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

Curtis, WILLIAM, - 1-5 Rutland, Saddler Leicester 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 1 

Dovst, Henny Tuomas, C anterbury rd, West Kilburn, 
Baker High Court "Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Eowagps, Samurer, Gt Yarmouth, General Shop Keeper 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Fawortt, Avpert, ( Jopmanthorpe, Yorks, Corn Merchant 
York Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 

Fisner, Cuaries, Green lanes, Stamford Hill, 
Furnisher High Court Pet Jan 24 Ord Feb 4 

@uissten, Heiwzicu, Harrow rd, Baker High Court Pet 
Jan 18 Ord Feb 14 

Gissovs, Benxarp AUGUSTINE, 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Gmson, Hersert, Gt Grimsby, Re freshment House Keeper 
Gt Grimsby Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 


House 


Swindon, Grocer Swindon 


Hatt & Sox, Heney, Birmingham, Coal Merchants 
Birmingham Pet Jan31 Ord Feb 14 

Hemprey, Agtuur WituaAmM, Harrow rd, Paddington 
High Court Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 


Hewirr, Tuomas Hucues, Woodridings av, Pinner High 
Court Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb 14 
Luton Pet Feb 13 


Hyper, Tom, Hitchin, Ironmonger 
Ord Feb 13 

Hotwoway, Josern, Oldbury, Worcester, Painter West 
Bromwich Pet "Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

Jacoss, Simzon, 8, Ranelagh av, + orn Fulham 
High Court Pet Sept 19 Ord Feb 

Jeweir, CHartes Henny, Wimborne, * AR Boot Dealer 
Poole Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Joxes, Geonce Henny, Greasborough, nr Rotherham, Yorks, 
Carting Contractor Sheffield Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Joxes, Wituiam Henry, Bargoed, Glam, Newsagent 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 

Keur, Jesse, East Dean, Sussex, Wheelwright Eastbourne 
Pet Jani7 Ord Feb 13 

Laine, Ratru Davisox, Cargo Fleet, Yorks, Refreshment 
House Keeper Middlesbiough Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

Lone, Faevenicx, Calne, Wilts, Pork Butcher’s Assistant 


Vexrtry, Marruxw ~seh Pudsey, Bramley, Leeds 
Licensed Victualler Leeds Pet Febi4 Ord Feb 14 

Wittiams, Farpeaice Caagces, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff 
Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb it 

Wironam, Jonatraan Roseet, Burford, Oxford, Harness 
Maker Oxford Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 


Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 
Wricut, Cuagces Avpext, Gt Cornard, Suffolk, Com- 
mission Agent Colchester Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 


Waicur, Wiuttam, Leigh, Lancs, Bricksetter Bolton Pet 
Feb 14 Ord Feb u 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Ayprews, Atrarp, Aldershot, Tailor 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 
Avstix, Eowanp, Greenwich, Bootmaker 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 


Batre, Rotaxp Tuomeson, Newcastle under Lyme, Fish- 
monger Feb 26 at 3 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, 
Staffs 

Boppy, Jang, Scarborough, Newsagent or 
Ree, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

BosranpsoaLou, Strytianos, Manchester, Shipper Feb 26 
at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Buss, Wii1sam Henny, Earlsdon, Coventry, 
Feb 26 at 11 Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 

Crank, Anno.p Wiit1am, Fareham, Hants, Wine Merchant | 
March 3 at 3 George Hotel, High st, Portsmouth 

Coats, Cansiz, Plymouth, Lodging- house Keeper Feb 
@atil 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

CrowTakr, ALFRED, Middlesbrough, Rolleyman Feb 28 
at 11 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 


Darniz, Oscar, Bristol, Beer Retailer Feb 26 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Doust, Heway Tomas, Canterbury rd, West Kilburn, 
Baker Feb28ati11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Downs, Cuartes Davin, Peterborough, Hosier Feb 28 at 
2 Off Ree, 14, Bedford row 

Fawcerr, Atsert, Copmanthorpe, Yorks, Corn Merchant 
Feb 27 at 3.45 Off Rec, The Ked House, Duncombe pl, 
York 

Fisuxe Cuarces, Green laves, Stamford hill, House Fur- 

nisher Feb 27 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Guissier, Herneion, Elgin cres, Baker Feb 28 at1 Bank- 

ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hayman, Wiii1am Tuomas, Resolven, Glam, Baker Feb 

27 at 12 Off Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Hanrvey, Epwin Vincent, Upstreet, Kent, Carrier Feb 27 

at 9.30 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Hemeeey, Agruur Witiiam, Harrow rd, Paddington 

Feb 26 at 2.30 Bonkruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hewitt, Tuomas Hucues, Woodridings av, Pinner Feb 

28at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Hickson, James, Gt Grimsby, Foreman Joiner 

atil Off Rec, St Mary’s chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 


feb 28 at 11.30 
‘eb 27 at 11.30 


‘eb 27 at 3 


Dairyman 


Feb 26 





Swindon Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 
Marks, AprauaAm Isaac, Blackpool, Wall Paper Dealer 


Barrow in Furness Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 | 

Mus & Co., Haron W., Sheffield, Ironmongers Sheflield | 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Feb 14 

Patraamay, Joseph Mervyn, Howden, Yorks, Butcher 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb14 Ord Feb l4 

Permit, Antuony Ropertr, Middlesbrough, Tinsmith 
Middlesbrough Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

Bars & Co, Micnart, Turnham Green ter Brentford 


Pet Dec 18 Ord Feb 7 


en, Watrer, Leeds Dewsbury Pet Feb 13 Ord 
feb 13 
Rosson, Witt1am, Eaton, nr Congleton, Chester, Farmer 


Macclestield Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 13 

Rowe, Joun, Broseley, Salop, Baker Madeley Pet Feb 13 
Ord Feb 13 
BLL, Cuargies, Gt a Painter Gt Grimsby Pet 
Feb 14 Ord Feb 

Bourncomsr, io Hastings, Ironmonger 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

Sricez, Faxperick, St Ippollitts, nr Hitchin, Herts, Coal 


Hastings 


Hugues, Joun Esenezen, Ashford, Kent, Builder Feb 27 
at 9.15 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 
Jones, Huan, Bryntawel, Pentir, Carnarvon, 
Feb 26 at 2.30 British Hotel, Bangor 
Jonns, Wiut1am Hues, Aberystwyth, Cardigan, Iron- 
monger Feb 26 at 11.30 Off Rec, Corporation st, Bir- 
mingham 

Latina, Raurn Davison, Cargo Fleet, Yorks, Refreshment 
House Keeper Feb 26 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Aibert rd, 
Middiesbrough 

Lercurorp, 8 R, Bisho te st ba aan Solicitor Feb 26 
atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Litue, Apam Epwarp, and Tuomas Epwaxp Jenkins, 
Portsmouth, Timber Merchants Feb 26 at 3 George 
Hotel, High st, Portsmouth 

Lirret L, ‘Epuunp Eangst, Thorpe, Norwich, Shoemaker 
Feb 26 at 3.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

seaaeen Wa ren, Woodsetton, nr Dudley, Commission 
Agent Feb 27 at11 Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton st, 
Dudley 


Max, Grorae Crayton, Howeroft, Gothill, Lincs, Corn 
Merchant's Clerk Feb 26 at 11.30 Of Ree, St Mary’s 


Labourer 





Merchant Luton. Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 


Woop, Davin, Yeadon, Yorks, Hauling Contractor Leeds | 


NeE.sox, C8, Plate 
Worker Feb 26 at 11.30 Off Keo, 13, Winckley st, 


Preston 

Nicsouts, Jous, Fazakerley, Laraped, Fruiterer Feb 26 
ati2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, , Liverpool 

Pauuer, Tuomas Vincent, Southtown, Gt Yarmouth, 
Builder Feb 29 at 12.30 Of Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Pennevi, Vane, Queen’ 's rd, St John’s Wood Feb 26 at 11 

aukruptcy bldge, Carey st 

Pickxes, Joux, Coppice My AS nr Shifnal, Salop, Farmer 
March 4 at 12.30 County Court Office, Madeley 

Paxrsrox, Joux Heney, Southport, Fancy Draper Feb 26 
at1l Off Reo, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Resp, Taomas Hexay, New Tred , Mon, Collier Feb 
26 at12 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

Rocers, Roseur Atpsat, Rhostyllen, Denbigh. Grover 
Feb 28 at 11.30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Rowr, Joux, Broseley, Salop, March 4 at 1.30 
County Court Office, Madeley 

Sapier, Wittuam Hewsey, Bristol, Licensed Victualler 
Feb 26 at 11.45 Of Rec, 2, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Sara, J Bagge Leicester, Factor Feb 26 at 12 
Off Rec . 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Squaug, Heway, etl Pelseion Devon, Solicitor Feb 27 
at3 Gerston Hote 

| Srrerrox, Tuomas Gecenae Ge hall av, Sena he 

Feb 27 at 12 Bankruptcy Carey st 


| Tammavar, Atrasv, Queen’s rd, eae 
Feb 26at12 Bankruptey bidgs, Care 

Taunper, Juntan Avata, Cookham, Ber 

ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Uawin, Cuantes Wittiam, Moss Bide, Manchester, 
Confectioner Feb 26 at 2.30 Off Reo, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 

Vertry, Marrasw Henny, Pudsey, Bramley, Leeds, 

Licensed Victualler Feb 26 at 11.30 Off Kec, 24, Bona 
st, Leeds 

WaA.mscey Cuances, Preston Feb 26at12 Off Rec, 13, 
Winckley st, 

Wivyskevt & Co, R, Merton, Surrey, Glass Merchants Feb 
26 at 11.30 132, York estminster Bridge 

Woop, Davin, Yeadon, Yorks, Hauting Contractur Feb 26 
atil Off Rec, 24, Bond at, Leeds 

Wouiey Josern, High W yeombe, General Carrier Feb 27 
atl2 Off Rec, 1 Aldate 1 at, ‘Oxford 

Waieut, Wittiam, Leigh, Lanes, Bricksetter Feb 28 at 3 
19, Exchange st, Bolton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Anprews, Atragp, Aldershot, Tailor Guildford Pet 
‘eb 14 Ord Feb 14 


Arugetos, Eaxesr Baoox, Gt Yarmouth, Plumber Gt 





Bookbinder 
* eb 27 at 11 








chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 


Yarmouth Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Berry, Newson, Deal, Boarding house Keeper Cunterbury 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

Bosranpsoc.ou, Styiianos, Manchester, Shipper Man- 
chester Pet Jan 31 Ord Feb 14 

Barrtos, Artaur Wi..tam, Oakensbaw, Durham, Colliery 
Overman Durham Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Baown, Tuomas, Whitwell, Derby, Fruiterer Sheffield 
Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 


| Comet Joan, Sta@ord Stafford Pet Jan 31 Ord 
4 


Custis, Wituiam, Liddington, Rutland, Saddler Leicoster 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb i5 

Dover, Henry Tuomas, Canterbury rd, West Kilburn, 
Baker High Court Pet Feb14 Ord "Feb 4 

Epwarovs, Samugt, Gt Yarmouth, General Shop Keeper 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Fawcerr, Atpert, Copmanthorpe, York. Corn Merchant 
York’ Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Gipsons, Bernaap Avoustixe, Swindon, Grocer Swindon 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Gipson, Heasert, Gt Grimsby, Peeteeet house Keeper 
Gt Grimsby Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 

Hemuasy, Agruvg Wictiam, pe rd, Paddington 
High Court Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 

Ho.tioway, Josera, Oldbury Woreester, Painter West 
Bromwich Pet Feb 13 Ord Keb 1 

Jackson, Waurer, Fallowfield, = Manufacturer 

Manchester Pet Jan 25 Ord Feb 13 











HE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


24, 


MOoOORGAT® 


FUND, LIMITED. 


ESTAS BLISHED in 1891. 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS— 


LICENSED PROPERTY. 








SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


630 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have 





supervision of the Corpora 


been conducted under the direction and 
tion. 














7” sotetle Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 
plication. 
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Jewett, Caartes Henry, yy Dent, Boot Dealer 
Poole } 


Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 
Jours, Groror Hewny, - ntl nr 
Yorke, Carting Contractor Sheffield Pet Feb 14 
‘eb 14 
Jonzs, Wurm Henry, Bargoed, Glam, Newsagent 
erthyr Tydfil Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 
Latina, Ratru Davisox, Cargo Fleet, Yorks. Refresh- 
ment House Keeper Middlesbrough Pet Feb13 Ord 
Feb 13 
Lone, Frepericx, Calne, Wilts. Pork Butcher’s Assistant 
Swindon Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
Loosrmoonsr, Rovert Francis, Tiverton, Devon, Solicitor 
Exeter Pet Oct 3 Ord Nov5 
Lowspgs, Water, Woodsetton, nr Dudley, 
Agent Dudley Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 14 
Marks. Aanow, Strand, Tailor High Court Pet Jan 18 
Ord Feb 14 
Marks, Annanam Isaac. Blackpool, Well Paper Dealer 
Barrow in Furness Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 16 
Memory, Antnuur Wittiam, St Albans, Cabinet Maker 8t 
Albans Pet Jan2t Ord Feb 12 
Patrraman, Josern Mervyx, Howden, Yorks, Butcher 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 
Pettit, Antuoxy Ronert, Middlesbrough, Tinsmith 
Middlesbrough Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 
ae Wa tar, Leeds Dewsbury Pet Feb13 Ord 
Fe ) 13 
Romon, Witte, Mors Farm. Eaton, nr Congleton, Chester, 
farmer Macclesfield Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 15 
Row pew Broseley, falop, Baker Madeley Pet Feb 13 
Ord Feb 13 
Simpson, Venvow, Pembridge sq, Bayswater High Court 
Pet Oct 19 Ord Feb 13 
Snevt, Canaries, Gt Grimsby, Painter 
‘eb 14 Ord Feb 14 
Sravens, Henry, Liverpool, Tailor Liverpool Pet Jan 22 
Ord Feb 13 
Verity, Martuew Henry, Pudeey, Bramley. Leeds, 
Licensed Victualler Leeds Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 
Wavmscery, Cuanres, Preston, Lancs Preston Pet Feb7 
Ord Feb 15 
Weis, Jusers, Skerten, nr Lancaster, Grocer Preston 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 15 
Witiiams, Farperick Cnanies, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff 
Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 
Wirpram, Jonarnan Ropert, Burford, Oxford, 
Maker Oxford Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 


Rotherham, 
Ord 


Commission 


Gt Grimsby Pet 


Harness 


Woop Davin, Yeadon, we Hauling Contractor Leeds | 


Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb1 
Woop, Grorce Capexr, Broad st av High Court Pet 
Novil4 Ord Feb 15 
Wataut, Cuaries Arnert, Gt Cornard, Suffolk, Com- 
mission Agent Colchester Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 
Waricat, Wit.iam, Leigh, Lancs, Brickeetter Bolton Pet 
Fev 14 Ord Feb 14 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan. 31: 
Coueproox, Tromas, Fleetwood, Lancs, Fish Oil Manu- 
facturer Prestcn Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED 
Herrerxan, Tuomas, Holland rd, Kensingt: “a Adjud July 
13, 1900 Annual Feb 14, 1908 





—— 


M2 FP. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues 

to PREPARE for the SOLICITORS’ FINAL and 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATIONS; payment by result. 
—Particulars on application, personally or by letter, at 2, 
FRare-court.. Temple. 


ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 


FOR DISEASES OF THE SKIN (incorporated), 


In-Patient Department, Uxbridge Road, W. 
Offices and Out-Patient Department, 
LEICESTER SQUARE, W.C. 


President: THE EARL OF CHESTERFIELD. 
Vice-Presidents LORD 8TANLEY. 
Sir EDWARD SASSOON, Br., M.P. 
Treasurer: GUY PYM, Esq. 


This Institution was founded in 1883, and is the only 
specially constructed Skin Hospital in London. Number of 
patients yearly, 8,000; number of attendances, 36,000. 


FREE TO THE NECESSITOUS POOR. 
HELP IN DONATIONS AND LECACIES 


URCENTLY NEEDED. 
Bankers: London and Westminster Bank, Limited, 
St, James’s-square, 8.W. 
Secretary-Superintendent: GEO. A. ARNAUDIN. 


[ AW PARTNERSHIP Required in well- 
4 established Conveyancing and Family Practice, 
Home Counties preferred, by Solicitor (29), fully qualified, 
with £1,500,—Apply Messrs. Arnoip & Co., above. 


O SOLICITORS and Others.—Re ELIZA 
LETITIA HUMBLE, Deceased.—The above, who 
was the daughter of Dr. William Edward Humble, of Corfe 
Castle, died on the 22nd November, 1899. It is believed she 
may have made a Will. Anyone who has any such Will in 
his possession is requested to kindly Communicate with 
Mesers. SeweLi, Epwarps, & Nevitt, of 35, Backlersbury, 
London, E.C., Solicitors for the Next-of- Kin. 


OSTS.— DAVID DENTON, COSTS 
DRAUGHTSMAN, 74, Barrington- road, London, 

N., experienced in preparation of COSTS for taxation and 
for deliv ery to clients during twenty years. Terms moderate. 


AW.—GREAT SAVING. — For 
ent 25 per cent. will be taken off the 
writing cenges i— a 
8. a. 
Abstracts Copied 0 
Briefs and Drafts 2 
—_ Round Hand 0 
Abstracted 


2 

Fall Contes 0 

PAPER.— Foolscap, 14. “per ‘sheet; 
Parchment, 1s. 6d. to 3s. 6d. per skin. 

KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.C. 














fallow 


8 per sheet. 
8 per 20 folios. 
: per folio. 


Fe elo. 
* Pratt, olio. 
ad. ditto; 





| AW COSTS.—Testimonial: ‘Aug. 30th, 
4 1907.—Mr. HARCOURT SMITH has just completed 
the drafting of a complicated bill of costa in the winding 
up of a considerable estate to our entire satisfaction, and 
we have no hesitation in recommending him to other 
members of our profession for similar work.”—Appiy, 
Haxcourt Smits, Partnership Agent, &c., 61, Chancery- 
lane, London. 


——eeee 


1908 


PLEASURE CRUISES 
TO SUNNY LANDS | 


|ORIENT COMPANY'S 
ss. “ORIENT,” a 


5,453 tons; 7,500 horse power, 
14th March to 10th April, 
lith April to 23rd April, a 
Managers: F. GREEN & CO. and ANDERSON, he am 
SON, & CO., London, For passage apply to the 
firm at 5, Fenchurch-avenue, E.C., or 28, Cockspur. 
S.W. 


PHOENIX ASSURANCE COMP 
LIMITED. ; 
Estrab.isuep 1782. * 
19, Lombard-street, London, E.¢ 


Total Assets Exceed- - - = £7,000,000, 
Claims Paid Exceed - - - - £44,000,000, 


FIRE, LIFE, ACCIDENT, 
Workmen's Compensation, Fidelity Guarantee, Burglary, 


BRAND’S 
MEAT JUICE 


CORFU. 
GREECE. 
TURKEY. 
EGYPT. 
MALTA. 
SPAIN. 
PORTUGAL. 








Prepared from the Finest Meat only, = 

in Flasks, price 2/6. . 

SOLD EVERYWHERE. | 
BRAND & CO., Limited, MAYFAIR, 


rT\RUST FUNDS of £5,000, £8,000, £10, 
and £30,000 immediately ‘available (interest 33 
per cent.) for "Mortgage of Estates or high-class 
Property in London or Provinces.—Please commu 
with Messrs. Morpant & Morpayt, Surveyors, 9, 
church-street, London. E 


TIXHE NATIONAL GUARANTEE 
Suretyship Association (Limited) Invite Applicat 
for the position of Inspector of Agents in and 
London from gentlemen having good connections 
Solicitors, Accountants, &c.; liberal remune 
salary and commission. — Apply, stating age, p 
of previous career, and remuneration expected, @ 
= Sucretary, Finsbury-pavement House, 











C. WHITHAM, Solicitors’ AUDITOR 
e and COSTSMAN.—56, Wellclose-mount, Leeds, 


ARTNERSHIP.—Soliciter (35), with con- 
nection, all-round experience, and considerable 
capital, accustomed to work without supervision, Requires 
Partnerthip in good-class Legal Practice, London; is a hard 
worker.— apply Messrs. Annoip & Co., 60, Queen Victoria- 


£90), 00 £10,000 each, on undeniable security 


at 33 per cent.; long term of years can be arranged; 
principals or solicitors only.— Mesars, T. H. Marcu & Co., 
Audrey House, Elv-place, Holborn, E.C. 


QTRAND (facing Law Courts).—To be Let, 

Two excellent Offices on First Floor; rent £55 per 
annum. ery to ‘gnanined Buayett, Sox, & Bappeey, 15, 
Nicholas-lane, 








WANTED, in two sums of 





Ware: Numbers 2, 6, and 10 of Vol. 

1 “ Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter’’ 
(1906-7) ; 6d. will be paid for any of the above A the Office, 
27, Chancery-lane, W.C 


Shay FREEHOLD SHOP PLOTS 

for Sale; anything from 20 ft. upwards, in important 
public thoroughfare 6u ft, wide, with double set of electric 
tram lines passing through; price £5 5s. per foot; good 
commission for prompt sale.—Box No. 283, * Solicitors’ 
Journal and Weekly Reporter’’ Office, 27, Chancery-lane, 
w.c, 


[ AW BOOKS at GREAT REDUCTIONS! ! 
4 —Al kinds of Law, Comme and other Books 








rcial, 
| supplied. -Mostly LATEST EDITIONS. State wants. 


cent. Discount. Sent 
—W. & G. Foruz, 135, 


Send fcr List, New Books at 20 
on approval, BOOKS BOUGHT. 
Charing Crose-roed, W.C. 





The Oldest Insurance 


Office in the World. 





SUN 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710. 


Heap Orrice: 


63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


lasuracces effec ed egeinst the following risks :— 


PERtONAL A” CIDENT. 

S'CKNESS and DISEASE. 
FIOELITY GUARANTEE, 
BuRGLARY, 


40, CHANCERY 
A, W. COUSINS, 


aN 
Re 
Cop:ed from Policy dated 1726, 


Law Courts Branch : 


FUNDS IN HAND 


FIRE, 

{ WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION 
and EMPLOYEES’ LIABILITY 
including ACCIDENTS TO 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


LANE, W.C. 
District Manoger. 


£2,5456,328. 


IRST - CLASS SHOP INVES 

mazket position, main Romford-road, Manor Parl 
Six thoroughly well built and lofty Shops, total fros 
130 feet, with stabling and mews in rear; all let on 
terms to substantial, old - established tradesmen, 
repair and insure ; producing £390 per annum; le 
70 years to run, at £18 only on the six; price 
Details of W. E., 582, Streatham High-road, 8. W. 





ASKELYNE and DEVAN 

MYSTERIES, St. George’s Hall, Maha 
8, Mr. David Devant, in ‘‘ The Magical Master,” ¢ 
the new Giant’s Breakfast, Fairy’s Grotto, Hoo 
Fashion, Wandering Wool, Dissected M ’ 
Fabulous Indian Rope Trick; Essmann, the J 
Mr. Leslie Lambert, Examples of Drawing-room 
Mr. Nelson Jackson, Society Snap-shote at the Piano}, 
Mr. Maskelyne’s “ Spectres of the Sanctum,” Motor 
and £1,000 Ghost. Seats 1s. to 5s, Children under 1! 
price. **Phone, 1545 Mayfair. 








|g. FISHER, 188, St 





10,000, 





